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ABSTRACT 
 
A Sociopolitical Perspective to Understand When and Why Supervisors Endorse and Implement 
Employees’ Suggested Changes 
 
Huaizhong Chen 
 
When employees make suggestions for changes to their supervisors, they are providing raw 
materials potentially critical to the organization’s continuous improvement and adaptation. 
However, research suggests that supervisors do not always react favorably to employee voice 
behavior. The purpose of this study is to unravel the mediating and moderating mechanisms that 
can explain when and why employee voice behavior leads to supervisor endorsement and 
implementation. Specifically, taking a sociopolitical perspective, I argued that supervisor motive 
attributions for employee voice behavior can explain the extent to which supervisors endorse and 
subsequently implement employee voice. Furthermore, I argued that the mediating effects of 
supervisor motive attributions in the relationship between employee voice behavior and 
supervisor voice endorsement are moderated by employee political skills in the first stage of the 
mediating path (i.e., from voice behavior to supervisor motive attributions) and by supervisor 
perceived instrumentality of implementing employee voice in the second stage of the mediating 
path (i.e., from supervisor motive attributions to supervisor endorsement). Through a three-wave, 
multi-source field study, I first found that employee voice behavior is positively related to both 
supervisor prosocial and self-serving motive attributions for employee voice. Second, I found 
that employee political skills significantly moderate the relationship between employee voice 
behavior and supervisor prosocial motive attribution in an unexpected pattern, while employee 
political skills do not moderate the relationship between employee voice and supervisor self-
serving motive attribution. Third, I found that supervisor prosocial motive attribution is 
positively associated with supervisor voice endorsement, whereas supervisor self-serving motive 
attribution has no significant effect on voice endorsement. Fourth, I found that supervisor 
perceived instrumentality of implementing employee voice significantly moderates the effect of 
supervisor prosocial motive attribution on voice endorsement in an unexpected manner while 
supervisor perceived instrumentality significantly moderates the effect of supervisor self-serving 
motive attribution on voice endorsement as predicted. Finally, I found that supervisor voice 
endorsement is significantly associated with voice implementation. Although a few of the 
hypothesized relationships were inconsistent with what was originally predicted, the study 
findings revealed some interesting and novel interactive patterns. Theoretical and practical 
implications of these findings were discussed. 
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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
Voice behavior is defined as discretionary and status-quo challenging verbal behavior 
intended to benefit the organization and/or people in the organization (Van Dyne & LePine, 
1998). Employees’ suggestions for change or improvement in current policies, work procedures, 
or management practices have been argued to be critical to an organization’s continuous 
development and adaptation (Katz, 1964; LePine & Van Dyne, 1998). As Katz (1964, p. 133) 
noted, “people who are close to operating problems can often furnish informative suggestions 
about such operations.”   
Although employee voice behavior is intended for improvement, supervisors do not 
always appreciate it (Burris, 2012; Fast, Burris, & Bartel, 2014; Howell, Harrison, Burris, & 
Detert, 2015). Supervisors may reward employee voice behavior by giving high performance 
ratings (Howell et al., 2015). However, supervisors also may interpret employee voice behavior 
as challenging, threatening, and rocking the boat (Detert & Burris, 2007; Fast et al., 2014). I aim 
to investigate when and why supervisors will endorse and implement employees’ suggestions.  
It is important to study supervisors’ reactions to employee voice behavior. First, effecting 
change, especially at the unit-level, requires a supervisor’s approval and support (Detert, Burris, 
Harrison, & Martin, 2013; Liu, Tangirala, & Ramanujam, 2013; McClean, Burris, & Detert, 
2013). If a supervisor does not endorse and implement suggested change, it is unlikely the 
organization will benefit from employees’ suggestions. In addition, supervisors’ reactions to 
employee voice behavior also affect employees’ future voice behavior and their commitment to 
the organization. For example, employees’ future voice behavior will be less likely to happen 
when they perceive their supervisors to be less receptive to their change-oriented suggestions 
(Detert & Burris, 2007; Liu, Zhu, & Yang, 2010). Also, employees engaging in voice behavior 
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are more likely to leave the organization if they perceive the manager’s willingness to change is 
low (McClean et al., 2013).  
The extant voice behavior literature has explored mechanisms to explain supervisors’ 
reactions to employee voice behavior, such as managerial self-efficacy (Fast et al., 2014), 
managerial ego-threats (Fast et al., 2014), and employees’ status cued by their demographic 
information (e.g., ethnicity, Howell et al., 2015). I argue supervisors’ motive attributions for 
employee voice behavior as additional mechanisms. Motive attributions refer to cognitive 
processes by which people explain the cause of a given behavior or event (Halbesleben, Bowler, 
Bolino, & Turnley, 2010). Taking a sociopolitical perspective (Hogan & Shelton, 1998; Yuan & 
Woodman, 2010), I argue the mediating effects of supervisors’ motive attributions will be 
conditional on two factors: 1) employee political skills and 2) supervisors’ perceived 
instrumentality of implementing employee voice. Prior research has highlighted that attempts to 
effect change in the workplace are sociopolitical processes (Baer, 2012; Dutton, Ashford, 
O’Neill, Hayes, & Wierba, 1997; Janssen, 2005; Yuan & Woodman, 2010). Employees’ abilities 
to effectively navigate and influence the sociopolitical process will enhance the likelihood of 
their ideas or suggestions being endorsed and implemented (Burris, 2012; Dutton et al., 1997; 
Yuan & Woodman, 2010). Thus, I argue that employees’ political skills will enable their ideas to 
be expressed in socially adaptive ways such that their supervisors will be more likely to make a 
prosocial motive attribution and less likely to make a self-serving motive attribution for their 
voice behavior. Furthermore, when people decide whether to endorse or implement suggested 
change, they have sociopolitical considerations, such as their image and reputation gains (Dutton 
et al., 1997), potential conflicts of interests among people (Janssen, 2003), and perceived threats 
to their status (Menon, Thompson, & Choi, 2006). Hence, I argue that supervisors’ perceived 
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instrumentality of implementing employee voice will moderate the relationships between 
supervisors’ motive attributions and their voice endorsement.  
Perceivers’ motive attributions for actors’ behaviors have been argued to impact 
perceivers’ reactions to actors’ behaviors (Ferris, Bhawuk, Fedor, & Judge, 1995; Weiner, 1980). 
Moreover, supervisors’ motive attributions are likely to be triggered when employees engage in 
voice behavior. As a form of proactive and prosocial behavior, voice behavior challenges 
existing practice and is therefore likely to deviate from established norms and role expectations 
(Burris, 2012; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998). It has been suggested that people are more likely to 
make motive attributions for actors’ unexpected behaviors relative to their expected behaviors 
(Bowler, Halbesleben, & Paul, 2010; Pyszczynski & Greenberg, 1981).  
When does employee voice behavior affect supervisors’ reactions to voice through 
supervisors’ motive attributions? As mentioned above, I argue that the mediating effects of 
supervisors’ motive attributions will be dependent on two factors: 1) employee political skills 
and 2) supervisors’ perceived instrumentality of employees’ suggested changes. 
First, political skills have been conceptualized as a social effectiveness construct and 
observed to be a stronger predictor of performance evaluation relative to other social 
effectiveness constructs, such as self-monitoring and emotional intelligence (Semadar, Robins, & 
Ferris, 2006). Scholars have acknowledged the importance of actors’ social effectiveness in 
others’ perceptions of actors’ behaviors (Gangestad & Snyder, 2000; Hogan & Shelton, 1998). 
According to socio-analytic theory (Hogan & Shelton, 1998), actors’ behaviors reflect their 
aspirations and motivation, and observers tend to understand actors’ aspirations and motivation 
through actors’ exhibited behaviors. Actors’ social effectiveness impacts their abilities to 
influence observers’ interpretations of their aspirations and motivation (Harris, Kacmar, 
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Zivnuska, & Shaw, 2007; Witt & Ferris, 2003). In spite of the importance of actors’ social 
effectiveness in affecting others’ reactions to actors’ behaviors, no research has examined how 
employees’ political skills impact supervisors’ motive attributions for employee voice behavior. I 
argue the strength of employees’ political skills will impact their abilities to communicate their 
suggestions for change effectively. Specifically, when employees have higher levels of political 
skills and share more suggestions, supervisors are more likely to perceive a prosocial motive and 
less likely to perceive a self-serving motive.  
Furthermore, according to previous research (Bolino, 1999; Halbesleben et al., 2010; 
Weiner, 1980), people’s motive attributions for an actor’s behavior affect their reactions to this 
behavior. Specifically, people tend to react favorably to an actor’s behavior when the behavior is 
perceived as prosocial. In contrast, people tend to react negatively to an actor’s behavior when 
the behavior is perceived as manipulative and self-serving. Nevertheless, in the context of 
employee voice behavior, motive attributions may not be a sufficient reason for supervisors to 
endorse and implement suggested changes. I argue supervisors’ perceived instrumentality of 
implementing suggested changes is also important to supervisors’ reactions to employee voice 
behavior. This is because any attempt to introduce change consumes resources and may result in 
costs and conflicts among employees (Baer, 2012; Janssen, 2003). When supervisors decide 
whether to endorse and implement suggested changes, supervisors may weigh potential benefits 
and costs associated with suggested changes. I argue supervisors’ motive attributions will 
interact with their perceived instrumentality of implementing suggested changes to affect their 
voice endorsement and implementation. Specifically, as supervisors perceive greater 
instrumentality of implementing employee voice, the positive effect of supervisor prosocial 
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motive attribution on voice endorsement will be strengthened and the negative effect of 
supervisor self-serving motive attribution on voice endorsement will be weakened.   
The theoretical contributions of this study are fourfold. First, this study contributes to the 
voice behavior literature by highlighting the roles of motive attributions in explaining supervisor 
voice endorsement and in turn voice implementation. It is of importance to understand why 
supervisors endorse and implement suggestions voiced by employees. As mentioned earlier, 
supervisors’ reactions (e.g., voice endorsement and implementation) to employee voice behavior 
affect whether the organization will potentially benefit from the suggested changes voiced by 
employees. Researchers have argued that it is hard for employees to effect unit-level changes 
without supervisors’ support or approval (Detert et al., 2013). Also, supervisors’ reactions to 
employee voice behavior affect employees’ future engagement in voice behavior (Detert & 
Burris, 2007; Liu et al., 2010) and their commitment (McClean et al., 2013). Motive attributions 
have been observed to impact observers’ reactions to actors’ behaviors (Halbesleben et al., 2010; 
Weiner, 1980). As a non-required behavior which deviates from established norms and role 
expectations, employee voice behavior may trigger supervisors’ motive attributions (Bowler et 
al., 2010; Pyszczynski & Greenberg, 1981). However, we have little understanding of how 
motive attributions impact supervisors’ reactions to employee voice behavior. This study extends 
the voice behavior literature by examining the roles of supervisors’ motive attributions in their 
reactions to employee voice behavior.   
Second, this study extends our understanding of voice behavior by examining the roles of 
employees’ political skills in supervisors’ motive attributions for employee voice behavior. The 
extant voice literature implicitly assumes that the mere demonstration of voice behavior is 
equivalent to its effectiveness. That is, there is no research investigating whether and how 
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employees’ social effectiveness, such as political skills, may interact with their voice behavior to 
affect others’ perceptions of such behavior. Although voice behavior has been primarily 
conceptualized as a prosocial behavior (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998), employees’ social 
effectiveness may influence supervisors’ interpretations of employee voice behavior. This study 
contributes to the voice behavior literature by suggesting political skills are necessary for 
employees’ voice behavior to be perceived as prosocial and not self-serving.  
Third, this study extends the voice and motive attribution literatures by investigating the 
role of supervisors’ perceived instrumentality of suggested changes. Researchers have suggested 
that people’s prosocial motive attribution for others’ behaviors leads to favorable reactions and 
self-serving motive attribution leads to unfavorable reactions (Halbesleben et al., 2010; Weiner, 
1980). This study advances our knowledge by examining whether the relationships between 
supervisors’ motive attributions and reactions to voice vary depending on the levels of 
supervisors’ perceived instrumentality of implementing suggested changes. 
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CHAPTER II. LITERATURE REVIEW 
Voice behavior has been conceptualized by Van Dyne and LePine (1998) as a 
challenging organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) and proactive behavior. This chapter 
starts with an introduction to the voice behavior literature and then reviews the OCB and 
proactive behavior literatures. Finally, this chapter highlights the similarities and differences 
between OCB and proactive behavior.  
VOICE BEHAVIOR 
This section starts with an introduction to different conceptualizations of voice behavior, 
then elaborates on the extant research findings related to voice behavior. Finally, this section 
identifies a research gap this study will address and other research gaps worthy of future 
investigation.   
Conceptualizations of Voice Behavior 
Scholars conceptualized voice behavior in different ways (Burris, 2012; Gordan, 1988; 
Hirschman, 1970; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998), such as conceptualizing voice behavior as OCB 
and proactive behavior, or as any verbal behavior expressing complaints, support, or dissents. 
Nevertheless, Van Dyne and LePine’s (1998) conceptualization of voice behavior has been most 
widely used in the extant voice behavior literature (Burris et al., 2008; Burris et al., 2013; Detert 
& Edmondson, 2011; Liu et al., 2015). 
It was Hirschman (1970) who first used the term “voice” as one of employees’ responses 
to dissatisfaction. Specifically, Hirschman proposed a dissatisfaction framework of Exit-Voice-
Loyalty (EVL) to understand employee responses to an organization’s decline in its functioning. 
The first response is exit, which is equivalent to voluntary turnover from the organization. The 
second response is voice, which was defined as, “any attempt at all to change rather than to 
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escape from an objectionable state of affairs” (Hirschman, 1970, p. 30). Voice involves upward 
verbal communication with authorities; actions, such as writing a letter to a government agency 
or labor unit; and protests (Farrell, 1983; Hirschman, 1970). The third response is loyalty. When 
employees are dissatisfied with current policies, work procedures, and management practices or 
notice deteriorating conditions in the organization, some employees choose to stick with the 
organization for a period of time before reacting to the problem. As Hirschman (1970, p. 38) 
described, employees who choose loyalty tend to “suffer in silence, confident that things will 
soon get better.” Furthering Hirschman’s framework, some scholars argued neglect is an 
additional response to dissatisfaction or organizational decline. Neglect refers to “passively 
allowing conditions to deteriorate through reduced interest or effort” (Rusbult, Farrell, Rogers, & 
Mainous III, 1988, p. 601). Thus, the framework of Exit-Voice-Loyalty (EVL) was extended to 
Exit-Voice-Loyalty-Neglect (EVLN, Farrell, 1983; Rusbult et al., 1988).  
Voice proposed by Hirschman (1970) is a relatively broad concept, which may include 
complaints, grievance filing, and suggestions by means of formal or informal systems. 
Alternatively, the majority of voice research in the field of organizational behavior has adopted 
the definition of voice put forth by Van Dyne and LePine (1998). Drawing on the literature on 
proactivity and OCB, Van Dyne and LePine (1998, p. 109) defined voice as a discretionary, 
promotive, and challenging behavior that “emphasizes expression of constructive change 
intended to improve rather than merely criticize.” They considered voice as promotive behavior 
or proactive behavior that aims to make something happen instead of preventing something from 
happening (e.g., resistance to change). Also, they stressed that the nature of voice behavior is 
challenging, which is contrasted with affiliative OCB that aims to be supportive and cooperative 
(Van Dyne & LePine, 1998).  
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Consistent with the conceptualization of voice behavior by Van Dyne and LePine (1998), 
other researchers in the field of organizational behavior also conceptualized voice as a proactive 
and improvement-oriented behavior (Burris et al., 2008; Burris et al., 2013). They focused on 
upward communication because they argued people in higher organizational levels have the 
legitimate power and influence to implement changes suggested by employees (Burris, 2012). 
Indeed, while only a few studies have examined voice behavior directed at both supervisors and 
co-workers (Detert et al., 2013; Liu et al., 2015), most voice behavior studies have focused on 
upward communication (Detert & Burris, 2007; Detert & Edmondson, 2011; Howell et al., 2015; 
Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2012).  
As the voice behavior literature evolved, some scholars expanded the conceptualization 
of voice behavior, because they considered the current conceptualization to be too narrow. For 
example, some researchers argued other forms of voice behavior occur in organizations in 
addition to suggestion-based voice behavior, such as expressing support or defending the current 
policies and criticizing or complaining about the current procedures (Burris, 2012; Liang, Farh, 
& Farh, 2012; Maynes & Podsakoff, 2014).  
Liang, Farh, and Farh (2012) expanded the conceptualization of voice behavior by 
including prohibitive voice behavior and thus distinguished promotive voice behavior and 
prohibitive voice behavior. Promotive voice behavior is consistent with Van Dyne and LePine’s 
(1998) conceptualization of voice behavior. In contrast, prohibitive voice behavior refers to the 
expression of concerns about a harmful practice in an organization, aiming to avoid failure 
without offering a suggestion to rectify or improve the harmful practice (e.g., whistle-blowing, 
pointing out the insufficiency of the current procedure). The difference between the two is that 
the former points out potential problems and proposes suggestions for improvement while the 
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latter only points out the inappropriate or insufficient practice without offering any ideas for 
improvement.  
Burris (2012) also expanded the conceptualization of voice behavior by including 
supportive voice behavior and thus distinguished challenging voice behavior and supportive 
voice behavior. Burris (2012) conceptualized challenging voice behavior in accordance with Van 
Dyne and LePine’s (1998) definition of voice behavior. However, Burris (2012) argued not all 
employee voice behaviors are challenge-oriented, and voice could seek to preserve existing 
policies or practices. Also, Burris (2012) pointed out the six-item voice behavior scale developed 
by Van Dyne and LePine (1998) was not consistent with their conceptualization of voice 
behavior. For example, Van Dyne and LePine (1998) conceptualized voice behavior as 
suggestion-based and challenge-oriented behavior; however, some measurement items, such as 
“… keeps well informed about issues where his/her opinions might be useful” are neither 
challenge-oriented nor suggestion-based. Thus, Burris (2012) distinguished challenging and 
supportive voice behaviors, revised the six items developed by Van Dyne and LePine (1998), 
and grouped the revised items into two three-item scales to measure supportive and challenging 
voice behaviors, respectively.  
Maynes and Podsakoff (2014, p. 2) defined voice behavior as “an individual’s voluntary 
and open communication directed towards individuals within the organization that is focused on 
influencing the context of the work environment.” They distinguished four types of voice 
behavior: constructive voice behavior, destructive voice behavior, supportive voice behavior, and 
defensive voice behavior. They defined constructive voice behavior as, “the voluntary expression 
of ideas, information, or opinions focused on effecting organizationally functional change to the 
work context” (Maynes & Podsakoff, 2014, p. 5), which is consistent with Van Dyne and 
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LePine’s (1998) conceptualization of voice behavior in the extant literature. Destructive voice 
behavior was defined as, “the voluntary expression of hurtful, critical, or debasing opinions 
regarding work policies, practices, procedures, etc.” (Maynes & Podsakoff, 2014, p. 5). 
Examples of destructive voice behavior include bad-mouthing, criticism, and complaining 
behaviors. Supportive voice behavior was defined as, “the voluntary expression of support for 
worthwhile work-related policies, programs, objectives, procedures, etc., or speaking out in 
defense of these same things when they are being unfairly criticized” (Maynes & Podsakoff, 
2014, p. 5). Supportive voice behavior involves compliance and loyal behaviors, such as 
expressing support for organizational objectives and procedures and verbally defending 
organizational policies that other employees are criticizing. Defensive voice behavior was 
defined as, “the voluntary expression of opposition to changing an organization’s policies, 
procedures, programs, practices, etc., even when the proposed changes have merit or making 
changes is necessary” (Maynes & Podsakoff, 2014, p. 5). The typical defensive voice behavior 
involves behaviors intended to maintain the status quo and resist change. 
These subsequent conceptualizations of voice behavior diverge sharply from Van Dyne 
and LePine’s (1998) conceptualization. For example, Liang, Farh, and Farh (2014) included 
behaviors pointing out problems without offering suggestions for improvement, which dismiss 
the nature of voice behavior as suggestion-based (Katz, 1964; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998). 
Maynes and Podsakoff (2014) included behaviors like bad-mouthing, complaints, and resistance 
to change, which deviate dramatically from the constructive nature of voice as conceptualized by 
Van Dyne and LePine (1998).  
Furthermore, it is noteworthy that Van Dyne and LePine’s (1998) conceptualization of 
voice behavior in the proactivity and OCB literature is distinct from the conceptualization of 
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voice in the procedural justice literature. The justice literature suggests employees’ reactions to 
decisions depend on the outcomes associated with these decisions and employees’ perceptions of 
the decision-making process (Brockner et al., 1998). In the procedural justice literature, voice 
refers to the extent to which people are allowed to provide opinions or suggestions in the 
decision process (Brockner et al., 1998; Thibaut & Walker, 1975), which captures opportunities 
for voice behavior (e.g., open-door policy, grievance procedure) rather than voice behavior itself.  
In the current study, I adopt the widely accepted conceptualization of voice behavior 
proposed by Van Dyne and LePine (1998) since I am interested in studying voice behavior as an 
OCB and proactive behavior. Specifically, I conceptualize voice behavior as a discretionary, 
status-quo challenging, and suggestion-based behavior which is intended to benefit an 
organization or people in the organization. Also, I will investigate upward voice behavior. As 
researchers have pointed out, employees speak up to their supervisors because supervisors, 
relative to peers, are more likely to have the position and legitimate power to mobilize resources 
to implement suggested changes (Burris, 2012; Detert & Edmondson, 2011; Howell et al., 2015).  
Table 1 presents an exhaustive list of definitions of voice behavior. To compile the list, I 
searched the literature via Google Scholar and Web of Science using keywords: voice, voicing, 
speak up, speaking up, upward communication, suggestion, dissent, idea sharing, challenging 
verbal, verbally challenge, proactivity, proactive, and proactive behavior. Also, I looked for 
additional literature by checking the reference lists of the available articles or chapters. 
A list of empirical studies of voice behavior is included in Table 2. A few articles on 
voice behavior were reviewed but not included in Table 2. These are narrative reviews (Klaas, 
Olson-Buchanan, & Ward, 2012; McCabe & Lewin, 1992, Morrison, 2014) and articles 
examining the construct validity of voice behavior versus other behaviors (Van Dyne, Ang, & 
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Botero, 2003; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998). As previously mentioned, most empirical studies on 
voice behavior adopted the conceptualization of voice behavior by Van Dyne and LePine (1998). 
Only a few studies adopted the expanded conceptualizations of voice behavior (Liang et al., 
2012; Hsiung & Tsai, 2017; McClean et al., 2017). 
Antecedents of Voice Behavior 
A large body of voice behavior literature has focused on investigating what factors 
contribute to employee voice behavior.  This is because voice behavior has been argued to be a 
key factor in enhancing organizational effectiveness and adaptation (Burris, 2012; Morrison, 
2014; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998). For example, making constructive suggestions for change and 
improvement is the first step in an innovation process (Scott & Bruce, 1994). Voice behavior 
makes it possible for an organization to channel employees’ dissatisfaction with the status quo 
toward rectifying mistakes, improving procedures, and formulating novel solutions to 
organizational problems (Detert et al., 2013; Zhou & George, 2001). Thus, researchers are 
interested in studying what factors promote employee voice behavior. The antecedents of voice 
behavior examined can be grouped into four broad categories: dispositional factors, 
psychological safety concerns, efficacy concerns, and utility concerns.  
Dispositional factors. Employees’ proactive personality, conscientiousness, 
extraversion, core self-evaluation, and approach orientation have been observed to be positively 
related to voice behavior (Aryee, Walumbwa, Mondejar, & Chu, 2017; Kakkar, Tangirala, 
Srivastava, & Kamdar, 2016). Employees with higher levels of proactive personality have a 
future mindset and a stronger dispositional tendency to initiate change toward the future ideal 
state (Crant, 2000; Detert & Burris, 2007; Parker & Collins, 2010). Therefore, proactive 
employees are more likely to engage in proactive behaviors such as voice behavior. 
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Conscientious employees are more likely to engage in voice behavior because they are detail- 
and achievement-oriented. They are more likely to detect problems and more willing to spend 
effort on the discussion to solve problems (Chamberlin, Newton, & LePine, 2017; LePine & Van 
Dyne, 2001). Extraverted employees tend to engage in voice behavior because they are sociable, 
assertive, and talkative. Extraverted employees tend to feel uninhibited by social pressure (e.g., 
normative influence) to express different opinions (Chamberlin et al., 2017; LePine & Van Dyne, 
2001). Moreover, approach-oriented employees are attentive to the potential opportunities for 
success and are attuned to picturing the ideal future at work in their minds. Thus, they tend to 
engage in voice behavior when they have ideas for improvement (Kakkar et al., 2016). 
Psychological safety concerns. Psychological safety is defined as “people’s perceptions 
of the consequences of taking risks in a particular context such as a workplace” (Edmondson & 
Lei, 2014, p. 24). As previously mentioned, voice behavior is risky due to its challenging and 
change-oriented nature. Not surprisingly, researchers have observed that psychological safety is 
a significant predictor of employees’ voice behavior (Detert et al., 2013; Liu et al., 2015). In 
addition, contextual factors, such as managerial openness, managerial self-efficacy, managers’ 
consultation behavior, transformational leadership, supervisors’ positive affect, and procedural 
justice climate, have been observed to prompt employee voice behavior (Detert & Burris, 2007; 
Farh & Chen, 2018; Fast et al., 2014; Liu et al., 2015; Morrison, Wheeler-Smith, & Kamdar, 
2011; Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2012). Researchers also have observed psychological safety to 
mediate the effects of these contextual factors on employee voice behavior (Detert et al., 2013; 
Liu et al., 2015; Walumbwa & Schaubroeck, 2009).  
Efficacy concerns. Efficacy concerns represent the extent to which employees believe 
they can enact voice behavior successfully or they have impact to influence others. Employees’ 
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efficacy concerns affect their engagement in voice behavior. For example, employees’ personal 
control, personal influence, a sense of power, and organization-based self-esteem have been 
observed to be positively associated with employee voice behavior (Burris et al., 2008; Morrison, 
See, & Pan, 2014; Van Dyne, Kamdar, Joireman, 2008; Venkataramani & Tangirala, 2010). 
When employees have a greater impact and are valued by the organization, employees think their 
opinions will be considered more seriously (Tangirala, Kamdat, Venkataramani, & Parke, 2013). 
When employees believe their suggestions will be taken seriously, they are more likely to speak 
up.  
Implementation concerns. When employees engage in voice behavior, their supervisors 
may be unable to implement suggestions made by employees due to their lack of influence or 
limited access to resources. Thus, the extent to which employees’ suggestions can be 
implemented is also an important consideration for employees when they decide whether to 
speak up. Indeed, the voice target’s relationships with people at higher levels in the organization, 
access to organizational resources, and participation in the decision-making process have been 
observed to be positively associated with employee voice behavior (Liu et al., 2013; McClean et 
al., 2013). These factors signal to employees that voice targets have the potential to implement 
employees’ recommendations. 
Outcomes of Voice Behavior 
Compared to a large number of studies on antecedents of voice behavior, only a few 
studies have examined the individual and unit-level outcomes of voice behavior. Two main 
individual outcomes have been examined: overall performance ratings by supervisors and 
supervisors’ voice endorsement. For example, Burris (2012) observed challenging voice 
behavior is negatively associated with performance evaluations. Burris (2012) also observed 
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supervisors’ perceptions of employee disloyalty mediated the relationship between employee 
challenging voice behavior and employee performance evaluation. In addition to Burris’ (2012) 
study, Fast, Burris, and Bartel (2014) explored factors leading to supervisors’ aversion to 
employee voice behavior. They observed supervisors’ aversive attitude toward employee voice 
behavior was a result of their low managerial self-efficacy and ego threats.  
Furthermore, Howell, Harrison, Burris, and Detert (2015) observed supervisors are more 
likely to recognize suggestions brought up by employees who have higher ascribed status (whites 
versus non-whites), higher assigned status (incumbents versus newcomers), and higher achieved 
status (in-degree centrality in informal social structure). More recently, researchers investigated 
the relationship between characteristics of employee voice content and supervisors’ voice 
endorsement. Voice endorsement refers to the extent to which supervisors believe suggested 
changes have potential value and are willing to take employees’ suggestions to higher-level 
leaders (Burris, 2012). Burris, Rockmann, and Kimmons (2017) observed supervisors are more 
likely to endorse suggestions they consider more important, requiring fewer resources, and 
involving lower levels of dependence on other stakeholders across units for enacting the change. 
In a recent study (Lam, Lee, & Sui, 2018), researchers have observed that supervisors are more 
likely to endorse employees’ suggestions when employees are more credible and polite.  
Researchers also have examined how promotive and prohibitive voice behaviors impact 
employees’ leadership emergence (McClean et al., 2018). Specifically, employees’ promotive 
voice behavior, but not prohibitive voice behavior, was positively and indirectly related to 
employees’ leadership emergence through its positive effect on employee status. Moreover, 
employee gender has been observed to moderate the effect of employee voice behavior on 
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employee status. Promotive voice behavior, but not prohibitive voice behavior, was observed to 
be positively related to employee status for men but not for women.  
Two studies have examined the effects of aggregated employee voice behavior on unit-
level outcomes. The first study was conducted by Detert, Burris, Harrison, and Martin (2013). 
They observed the amount of employee voice behavior to supervisors was positively associated 
with supervisor-rated unit-level performance, while the amount of employee voice behavior to 
coworkers was negatively associated with supervisor-rated unit-level performance. This may be 
because supervisors are more likely than coworkers to have the position and legitimate power 
needed to enact a change at the unit level. Making suggestions to coworkers may lead to few 
substantive changes at the unit level and also generate a feeling of incapability and 
powerlessness among coworkers (Detert et al., 2013). In a second study, McClean, Burris, and 
Detert (2013) observed three factors representing managers’ status and team climate for 
embracing change (i.e., manager access to organizational resources, manager participation in 
decision making, team change-oriented climate) moderate the unit-level relationship between 
employee voice behavior and employee turnover. The relationship between unit-level employee 
voice behavior and unit-level turnover changed from positive to negative as each of these three 
factors increased. The authors aggregated individual frequency of voice behavior to the unit level 
and used archival data to measure the unit-level employee turnover rate. 
The Research Gap to Be Addressed in This Study 
While the extant voice behavior literature has advanced our understanding of voice 
behavior at work, there are still some areas worthy of further investigation. First, as stated 
earlier, supervisors’ reactions to employee voice behavior have far-reaching consequences, and 
we have limited knowledge of why and when supervisors react differently to employee voice 
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behavior. This study aims to contribute to this research gap by examining supervisors’ motive 
attributions as mechanisms through which employee voice behavior affects supervisors’ voice 
endorsement and implementation. This study will further examine two conditions, employee 
political skill and supervisors’ perceived desirable outcomes of suggested changes, under which 
the indirect effects of employee voice on supervisors’ reactions via supervisors’ motive 
attributions may vary.    
Other Research Gaps Identified for Future Investigation 
Another critical gap in the voice behavior literature worthy of future investigation is the 
relationship between employee voice behavior and unit-level or organizational level outcomes. 
As reviewed in the prior section, only three studies have investigated the effects of voice on 
higher-level outcomes. Detert, Burris, Harrison, and Martin (2013) examined the effects of unit-
level voice behaviors on leaders’ perceptions of unit effectiveness, while McClean, Burris and 
Detert (2013) examined unit-level employee turnover rate. In another study, researchers have 
observed team promotive voice behavior contributes to team productivity performance through 
team innovation and team prohibitive voice behavior contributes to team safety performance 
through team monitoring (Li, Liao, Tangirala, & Firth, 2017). More research is needed to 
examine the relationship between employee voice behavior and these and other indicators of 
unit-level or organizational level outcomes (e.g., customer satisfaction, sales volume). As 
scholars have noted, voice behavior has been assumed to be important to organizational 
functioning and effectiveness (Morrison, 2014; Mowbray et al., 2015), but additional evidence is 
needed.  
Finally, there may be an opportunity for future research to study the effects of people’s 
cultural values on employee voice behavior. Botero and Van Dyne (2009) observed employees’ 
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power distance orientation is negatively associated with employee voice behavior. It was posited 
that people’s cultural values also may impact voice behavior in addition to people’s power 
distance orientation (Morrison, 2014). Researchers argued people’s cultural values are important 
in understanding individuals’ behaviors because they are associated with norms about roles and 
communication (Botero & Van Dyne, 2009; Hirokawa & Miyahara, 1982). Thus, it would be 
worth investigating the effects of cultural values (e.g., uncertainty aversion) on employee voice 
behavior, especially in organizations where there is great ethnic diversity (Morrison, 2014; 
Mowbray et al., 2015). In addition, researchers also observed cultural differences in upward 
communication at the societal or national level. Employees in the United States have been 
observed to engage in more frequent feedback seeking behaviors than employees in Hong Kong 
(Morrison, Chen, & Salgado, 2004). Morrison (2014) argued the difference in upward 
communication also may be due to the self-assertiveness dimension of individualism versus 
collectivism. Morrison (2014) hypothesized that cultures characterized by assertiveness may 
have a positive effect on employee voice behavior. Future research may examine this proposition 
and examine mechanisms through which cultural differences impact voice behavior.  
As previously mentioned, I adopt Van Dyne and LePine’s (1998) conceptualization of 
voice behavior in this study because I am interested in studying voice behavior as a challenging 
OCB and proactive behavior. Hence, in the next sections, I review the literatures on 
organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) and proactive behavior and highlight the similarities 
and differences between OCB and proactive behavior.  
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Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) 
What is OCB? 
Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) is defined as “behavior that is discretionary, 
not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward system, and that in the aggregate 
promotes the effective functioning of the organization” (Organ, 1988, p. 4). Organizational 
citizenship behavior (OCB) is desirable behavior in organizations (Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 
1997; Podsakoff, Whiting, Podsakoff, & Blume, 2009). As Katz (1964) noted, carrying out role 
assignments is fundamentally important to an organization, but an organization cannot function 
well if it merely relies on employee in-role behaviors. Williams and Anderson (1991) defined in-
role behaviors as all the behaviors necessary for the completion of work specified in the job 
description. No organization can foresee all situations that may lead to problems in its operations 
or anticipate all the environmental changes (Katz, 1964). Employees are thus expected to exhibit 
organizational citizenship behaviors when needed, such as providing emotional support to 
coworkers in need to promote their emotional wellbeing, sharing knowledge and experience 
among team members to solve a new problem, and making suggestions to marketing managers to 
adjust the current customer service policies in response to customers’ changing needs. Thus, 
employees’ OCB is vital to and desired by organizations (Katz, 1964; Organ, 1988; Podsakoff et 
al., 2009). 
Why do Employees Engage in OCB? 
Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) is discretionary behavior intending to benefit 
others or organizations, and are not formally rewarded (Organ, 1988). Scholars in this area have 
been seeking to understand why people engage in this non-required behavior. There are four 
primary perspectives to understand people’s engagement in OCB: the evolutionary perspective 
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(Salamon & Deutsch, 2006; Sober & Wilson, 1998), the dispositional perspective (Podsakoff et 
al., 2009), the reciprocity norm perspective (Bolino & Grant, 2016; Podsakoff et al., 2000), and 
the management impression or self-promotion perspective (Bolino, 1999).  
The evolutionary perspective has suggested that natural selection happens at the group 
rather than at the individual level, and groups consisting of a higher percentage of altruistic 
individuals are argued to be more likely to survive than groups with a lower percentage of 
altruistic individuals (Sober & Wilson, 1998). This is because altruistic individuals are willing to 
sacrifice their own welfare for the collective well-being (Salamon & Deutsch, 2006; Sober & 
Wilson, 1998). People in a group have been argued to be evolutionarily prone to prosocial 
behavior to improve their chances for survival.  
Researchers taking the dispositional perspective have argued that people engage in 
prosocial behavior because they have some predisposition to help or please others and facilitate 
teamwork (Podsakoff et al., 2009). For example, agreeableness and conscientiousness have been 
observed to be positively associated with OCB (Podsakoff et al., 2009).  
A dominant perspective for OCB comes from those who believe it is based on the 
reciprocity norm. It has been postulated that reciprocity is a governing norm that guides people’s 
behaviors (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959; Trivers, 1971). When employees hold favorable job attitudes 
or are treated fairly by colleagues or organizations, they tend to reciprocate by exhibiting OCB 
(Bolino & Grant, 2016; Podsakoff et al., 2000). Alternatively, researchers have argued that 
employees may engage in OCB to build favorable exchange relationships (Salamon & Deutsch, 
2006). For example, an employee may take initiative to help others because the employee may 
expect others will help him/her in the future.  
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The impression management or self-promotion perspective has viewed OCB as a means 
of establishing a desirable public image or for obtaining desired individual outcomes (Bolino, 
1999; Flynn, Reagans, Amanatullah, & Ames, 2006; Hui, Lam, & Law, 2000). For instance, 
people have been observed to gain higher social status when they exhibit more helping behaviors 
and ask for less help from others (Flynn et al., 2006). Social status is “conferred to people on the 
basis of their apparent possession of attributes (e.g., competence, generosity) held as ideal by 
other members of their social group” (Flynn et al., 2006, p.1123). People helping others and 
refraining from asking for help tend to create an image of competence since they are relatively 
less dependent on others while others are more dependent on them. In addition to social status, 
OCB also can lead to other desired individual outcomes, such as promotions at work. For 
instance, it has been observed that employees who perceive OCB to be more instrumental to 
promotion are more likely to perform OCB than those who perceive OCB to be less instrumental 
to promotion (Hui et al., 2000). Interestingly, Hui et al. (2000) also observed employees who 
perceive greater instrumentality of OCB and who get promoted are more likely to reduce their 
OCB after they get promoted. Comparatively, employees who either perceive OCB to be less 
instrumental for promotion or do not get promoted are less likely to reduce their OCB after 
promotion decisions (Hui et al., 2000).  
What are the Consequences of OCB?  
In addition to understanding why people engage in OCB, researchers also have 
investigated unit/organization-level and individual-level consequences of OCB. As 
conceptualized by Organ (1988), OCB will contribute to organizations. Indeed, it has been 
observed that OCB is positively related to unit/organization performance, such as customer 
satisfaction and unit/organization-level productivity and negatively related to unit/organization-
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level turnover rate (MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & Ahearne, 1998; Podsakoff et al., 2009). 
Researchers have explained that OCB may contribute to an organization’s performance through 
enhancing coworkers’ and/or managerial productivity (Podsakoff et al., 2009; Podsakoff & 
MacKenzie, 1997). Relative to the studies on unit/organization-level outcomes of OCB, there are 
a large number of studies examining individual-level outcomes of OCB. Generally, OCB has 
been shown to be positively related to supervisory performance evaluation and reward/promotion 
decisions (Grant & Mayer, 2009; Podsakoff et al., 2009). Researchers have argued that the 
reciprocity norm may explain why OCB can lead to favorable individual-level outcomes 
(Podsakoff et al., 2009). In addition to the reciprocity norm, researchers proposed another 
possible explanation for favorable individual-level outcomes of OCB. That is, when a manager 
evaluates an employee’s performance or makes a decision on reward/promotion, the manager 
tends to search for information that can distinguish the focal employee from other employees 
(DeNisi, Cafferty, & Meglino, 1984). Since OCB is discretionary, employees’ engagement in 
OCB is a piece of information enabling managers to distinguish good citizens from average or 
poor citizens (DeNisi et al., 1984; Podsakoff et al., 2000).   
Surprisingly, OCB has been recently observed to also lead to undesirable individual 
outcomes (Bolino, Hsiung, Harvey, & LePine, 2015; Yam, Klotz, He, & Reynolds, 2017). For 
example, citizenship fatigue is more likely to result when employees engaging in OCB do not 
feel supported by organizations (Bolino et al., 2015). Also, researchers observed when 
employees feel compelled to engage in OCB, their engagement in OCB may lead to 
interpersonal and organizational deviance behaviors, such as making fun of others at work and 
taking property from work without permission (Yam et al., 2017). When employees feel 
compelled to engage in OCB, the positive effect of OCB on deviance behavior is transmitted 
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through employees’ increased psychological entitlement (Yam et al., 2017). Some researchers 
have explained that employees may feel morally licensed to act unethically after engaging in 
OCB (Klotz & Bolino, 2013; Yam et al., 2017). Other researchers have suggested that engaging 
in OCB may lead to resource depletion, and exhausted employees may not regulate their 
behaviors very well. In turn, they tend to exhibit undesirable individual behaviors, such as 
complaining and becoming querulous (Bolino & Klotz, 2015; Klotz & Bolino, 2013).  
Two Types of OCB 
As the OCB literature has evolved, two types of OCB have been distinguished by 
researchers: affiliative OCB and challenging OCB. Affiliative OCB refers to interpersonal, 
cooperative behavior (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000) such as working extra 
hours, taking on more assignments, and going out of one’s way to facilitate others’ completion of 
assignments. As Van Dyne and LePine (1998) argued, affiliative OCB is present-oriented and 
emphasizes harmony. It aims to preserve the currently established procedures and build 
interpersonal relationships. Unlike affiliative OCB focusing on supporting the status quo by 
helping others, showing compliance or being good citizens (Organ, 1988), challenging OCB 
aims to change the status quo by pointing out insufficiencies of existing work procedures or 
management practice, suggesting ideas for improvement, and applying creative methods in one’s 
job (Burris, 2012; Choi, 2007; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998). Challenging OCB is future-oriented 
and emphasizes change. It aims to suggest or introduce change to reach a more ideal state. 
Although Organ’s (1998) definition of OCB did not explicitly exclude challenging OCB, 
early research on OCB has primarily focused on affiliative OCB, such as helping and compliance 
(Bateman & Organ, 1983; Borman & Motowidlo, 1997; Williams & Anderson, 1991). The 
exclusion of challenging OCB could be exemplified by the five dimensions of OCB: helping, 
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compliance, sportsmanship, courtesy, and civic virtue (Organ, 1988), which are all affiliative 
OCBs. For example, sportsmanship refers to an employee’s “willingness to tolerate the 
inevitable inconvenience and imposition of work without complaining” (Organ, 1990, p. 96). 
Civic virtue reflects an employees’ willingness to actively participate in his/her organization’s 
governance (Organ, 1990; Podsakoff et al., 2000). In addition, Williams and Anderson (1991) 
distinguished two broad categories of OCB based on targets (organizations or individuals) who 
benefit from employees’ OCB: OCB-O (organizations) and OCB-I (individuals). The typical 
examples of OCB-O are “gives advance notice when unable to come to work, [and] adheres to 
informal rules devised to maintain order” (Williams & Anderson, 1991, p. 601-602) and 
examples of OCB-I are “helps others who have been absent, [and] takes a personal interest in 
other employees” (Williams & Anderson, 1991, p. 602). Scholars have explained that the focus 
on affiliative forms of OCB is likely associated with traditional expectations placed on 
employees: show loyalty, support managerial decisions, and follow instructions and orders 
(Bindl & Parker, 2010; Choi, 2007; Frese, 2008).  
As organizations increasingly acknowledge the importance of innovation and motivating 
employees via empowerment (Campbell, 2000; Crant, 2000), more forms of OCB have been 
receiving scholarly attention and interest (Bindl &Parker, 2010; Podsakoff et al., 2000; Van 
Dyne & LePine, 1998). For example, Podsakoff and colleagues (2000) extended the five 
dimensions of OCB by incorporating another two dimensions: personal initiative and self-
development. Personal initiative refers to persisting with extra enthusiasm and efforts to 
accomplish one’s job and applying creative methods to improve job performance (Podsakoff et 
al., 2000). Self-development refers to learning continuously, such as seeking out training 
opportunities to improve one’s knowledge and skills, enabling employees to better contribute to 
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their organizations (Podsakoff et al., 2000). In addition, challenging OCB, such as voice 
behavior and taking charge, has been increasingly studied (Burris, 2012; Burris et al., 2017; 
Detert et al., 2013).  
Researchers have argued that both affiliative and challenging OCBs have a shared 
intention to benefit an organization and/or the people in the organization, but factors driving the 
two behaviors are different (Katz, 1964; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998). Particularly, affiliative 
OCB derives from employees’ satisfaction with the status quo: their current jobs, interpersonal 
relationships among employees, compensation policies, work procedures, management practices, 
and so on. According to social exchange theory, when employees feel satisfied with the status 
quo, they are motivated to reciprocate by going the extra mile to exhibit supportive behavior 
(Van Dyne, Graham, & Dienesch, 1994). Research has shown that favorable attitudes such as 
satisfaction with the leader and the job, commitment, and fairness perceptions predict affiliative 
OCB (Podsakoff et al., 2000). In contrast, challenging OCB originates from employees’ 
dissatisfaction with the status quo. Hence, employees are driven to improve existing conditions 
by making constructive suggestions to improve an organization’s functioning and promote its 
adaptation (Crant, 2000; Fuller & Marler, 2009; Parker, & Collins, 2010; Seibert, Kraimer, & 
Crant, 2001). Scholars further argued, even though employees are dissatisfied with specific 
conditions or procedures, they may still hold overall favorable attitudes toward the job, the 
leader, or the organization. Otherwise, employees are likely to be silent, withdrawn, or even 
choose to exit (Burris et al., 2008; Farrell, 1983; Hirschman, 1970; Rusbult, Farrell, Rogers, & 
Mainous, 1988; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998). Employees who engage in challenging OCB such as 
voice behavior may have an adequate level of loyalty, psychological attachment, or job 
satisfaction, but they believe the situation can be improved. Hence, challenging OCB is driven 
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by employee dissatisfaction with specific rules or policies, but it does not necessarily mean 
employees have overall unfavorable job attitudes (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998).   
In addition to different driving factors, affiliative and challenging OCBs also may benefit 
an organization in different ways. Affiliative OCB promotes interpersonal facilitation and 
cooperation, which can promote organizational performance and functioning (Podsakoff et al., 
2009). Challenging OCB behavior may contribute to an organization by facilitating its 
continuous improvement and adaptation to changing environments (Crant, 2000; Detert & 
Burris, 2007). Researchers have further argued that people may realize an organization could 
benefit potentially from challenging OCB. However, this type of behavior is generally 
unwelcomed because people tend to see such behavior as “rocking the boat” and threatening 
(Burris, 2012; Morrison & Milliken, 2000; Rank, Pace, & Frese, 2004). In contrast to affiliative 
OCB, challenging OCB is risky for employees due to its change-oriented nature (Burris, 2012; 
Fast et al., 2014; Morrison & Milliken, 2000). 
As mentioned earlier, voice behavior is conceptualized as a challenging OCB and 
proactive behavior (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998). In the next section, I will discuss proactive 
behavior, followed by a comparison of the similarities and differences between OCB and 
proactive behavior. 
PROACTIVE BEHAVIOR 
What is Proactive Behavior? 
 Bindl and Parker (2010) define proactive behavior as:  
Self-directed and future-focused action in an organization in which the individual aims to 
bring about change, including change to the situation (e.g., introducing new work 
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methods, influencing organizational strategy) and/or change within him or herself (e.g., 
learning new skills to cope with future demands) (p. 568). 
Proactive behavior has been observed to have favorable individual-level and team-level 
outcomes (Bindl & Parker, 2010; Crant, 2000). Employees’ proactive behaviors have 
increasingly attracted scholarly attention and interest (Bindl & Parker, 2010; Crant, 2000; Parker 
& Collins, 2010) because organizations increasingly emphasize the importance of innovation and 
motivating employees through empowerment (Campbell, 2000; Crant, 2000).   
Why do Employees Engage in Proactive Behavior? 
The factors impacting employees’ display of proactive behaviors can be organized into 
three categories: dispositional, motivational, and situational factors. The dispositional factor that 
is most often discussed as a predictor of proactive behavior is proactive personality (Parker & 
Collins, 2010; Seibert et al., 2001). As mentioned earlier, proactive personality is defined as a 
personality trait associated with being relatively unconstrained by situational forces and prone to 
effecting change to improve the current situation and/or oneself (Bateman & Crant, 1993).  
Motivational factors also may affect employees’ display of proactive behavior (Parker & 
Bindl, 2010). This is because engaging in proactive behavior, such as effecting change, is usually 
a deliberate decision process in which employees evaluate whether they are capable of enacting 
change successfully (Parker & Bindl, 2010). As Parker and Bindl (2010) argued, employees’ 
capability of enacting change successfully maps onto expectancy theory (e.g., the link from 
effort to performance); that is, when one is more capable of enacting a behavior effectively, he or 
she is more motivated to exhibit this behavior. Indeed, it has been observed that employee self-
efficacy is positively related to their proactive behaviors (Morrison & Phelps, 1999; Ohly & 
Fritz, 2007; Parker & Collins, 2010). Moreover, as scholars noted, “Even if people are certain 
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they can do a task, they may have no compelling reason to do it” (Eccles & Wigfield, 2002, p. 
112). Individuals’ aspiration for achieving a certain goal also has been observed to affect their 
proactive behaviors. For example, employees who desire more useful information tend to engage 
in more feedback seeking behavior (Tuckey, Brewer, & Williamson, 2002). Employees who feel 
more obligated to bring change to the workplace have been observed to engage in more proactive 
behavior (Fuller, Marler, & Hester, 2006; Parker & Collins, 2010; Parker, Williams, & Turner, 
2006).  
Situational factors, such as job design and leadership style, also have been argued to 
affect employees’ engagement in proactive behavior. Work design giving employees a sense of 
empowerment has been argued to contribute to employees’ proactive behavior (Bindl & Parker, 
2010). For instance, job autonomy has been observed to be positively associated with 
employees’ display of proactive behavior (Frese, Garst, & Fay, 2007; Hornung & Rousseau, 
2007; Parker et al., 2006).  
Leadership style is another important situational factor impacting employee proactive 
behavior. Participative leadership, emphasizing employees’ contributions and involvement in 
decision making, has been observed to be positively related to employee proactive behavior 
(Rank, Carsten, Unger, & Spector, 2007). Similarly, transformational leadership, which 
encourages employees to go beyond standard expectations and identify change opportunities, has 
been shown to be positively associated with employee proactive behavior (Rank, Nelson, Allen, 
& Xu, 2009). The quality of the dyadic relationship between a leader and an employee, as 
exemplified in leader-member-exchange theory also has been observed to positively affect 
employee proactive behavior (Janssen, Van Yperen, & West, 2004). High LMX tends to promote 
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a climate of trust between leaders and employees, enabling employees to have the courage to 
exhibit proactive behavior (Bindl & Parker, 2000; Janssen et al., 2004).  
What are the Consequences of Proactive Behavior?  
Proactive behavior has favorable effects on individual-level and team-level outcomes 
(Crant, 2000; Bindl & Parker, 2000). Employees’ proactive behavior has been observed to be 
positively related to job performance rated by supervisors (Grant, Parker & Collins, 2009) and 
career success, such as employees’ self-reported career satisfaction and actual promotions at 
work (Seibert et al., 2001). Researchers have explained that the favorable outcomes of proactive 
behavior may be the result of a better fit between employees and the job/situation (Bindl & 
Parker, 2010; Parker & Collins, 2010). A better fit can be achieved by proactive behaviors, such 
as actively seeking feedback from others, communicating with others about task assignments and 
role expectations, and detecting opportunities for improvement (Bindl & Parker, 2010; Parker & 
Collins, 2010). In addition to its favorable effects on individual-level outcomes, team-level 
proactive behavior has been shown to be positively associated with team-level outcomes (Hyatt 
& Ruddy, 1997; Kirkman & Rosen, 1999). For instance, team proactive behavior rated by 
supervisors has been observed to be positively related to supervisor-rated team productivity and 
the aggregated job satisfaction rated by team members (Kirkman & Rosen, 1999).  
As researchers have increasingly acknowledged the importance of employee proactive 
behavior, scholars also have suggested that employee proactive behavior may backfire (Grant & 
Ashford, 2008; Frese & Fay, 2001; Bindl & Parker, 2010). As Grant and Ashford (2008) 
highlighted, “proactive behavior involves expending additional effort, challenging the status quo 
and disrupting or deviating from assigned tasks, prescribed roles, reified norms, accepted 
practices, and existing routines, researchers should expect to find mixed effects and unintended 
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consequences” (p. 24). Similarly, researchers have suggested that employee proactive behavior 
may be considered an attempt to rock the boat, leading to negative responses from coworkers and 
supervisors (Frese & Fay, 2001). Indeed, it has been observed that employee proactive behavior, 
such as voice behavior, may result in low performance ratings (Burris, 2012; Howell et al., 
2015). Thus, researchers appeal for studies examining conditions under which the effects of 
proactive behaviors may vary (Bindl & Parker, 2010).  
COMPARISON OF OCB AND PROACTIVE BEHAVIOR 
The early OCB literature and proactive behavior literature have been considered as two 
different research areas (Crant, 2000; Podsakoff et al., 2000). The two areas, OCB and proactive 
behavior literatures, did not intersect until the conceptualization of OCB was extended by 
including challenging OCB (Choi, 2007). Both challenging OCB and proactive behavior 
emphasize that employees’ intentions are to challenge the status quo and bring in constructive 
change (Bindl &Parker, 2010; Crant, 2000). Challenging OCB has been considered to be 
proactive behavior (Morrison, 2014; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998) because such behavior is future-
focused and change-oriented. However, not all proactive behaviors are considered to be OCBs. 
As conceptualized, OCB aims to benefit people or an organization whereas proactive behavior 
can be beneficial for either others, oneself, or both. The typical examples of a proactive behavior 
benefiting oneself are feedback seeking (Ashford, 1986; Ashford, Blatt, & Van de Walle, 2003) 
and active attempts to manage and promote one’s career (Seibert et al., 2001). 
Challenging OCB and proactive behavior aim to challenge established practices and 
procedures (Parker & Collins, 2010). Employees’ proactive personality has been widely 
observed to be a predictor of both challenging OCB and proactive behavior (Bindl &Parker, 
2000; Seibert et al., 2001). In addition, challenging OCB and proactive behavior are risky 
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because they are threatening and challenging, and thus may be resented by others (Fast et al., 
2014; Howell et al., 2015). It has been observed that employees’ psychological safety and self-
efficacy can predict their engagement in these two behaviors (Edmondson, 1999; Parker et al., 
2006). Situational factors promoting employees’ psychological safety and self-efficacy 
perceptions have been observed to be positively associated with employees’ engagement in 
challenging OCB and proactive behavior (Den Hartog & Belschak, 2012; Detert & Burris, 2007; 
Liu et al., 2010).  
Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) and proactive behavior have favorable effects 
on unit/organization-level outcomes (Kirkman & Rosen, 1999; Podsakoff et al., 2000). 
Researchers have argued that OCB and proactive behavior may benefit an organization through 
facilitating others’ work and/or improving the current work procedures (Organ, 1988; Van Dyne 
& LePine, 1998). Employees’ proactive behavior also may benefit an organization through 
promoting employees’ fit with the job/environment (Erdogan & Bauer, 2005). In contrast to the 
favorable effects on unit/organization-level outcomes, it has been observed that challenging OCB 
and proactive behavior can lead to mixed individual-level outcomes and people’s differential 
reactions. On one hand, managers may appreciate these discretionary behaviors by giving 
favorable performance evaluations or rewards (Howell et al., 2015; Podsakoff et al., 2000). On 
the other hand, people may consider these discretionary behaviors as disturbing, threatening, 
and/or self-promoting (Grant & Ashford, 2008). Researchers also have provided an alternative 
explanation of the adverse effects of OCB and proactive behavior. That is, employees’ 
engagement in these behaviors tends to consume additional resources, detracting employees from 
their own tasks and self-regulation (Bolino & Klotz, 2015; Detert & Burris, 2007; Klotz & 
Bolino, 2013).  
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Due to the mixed findings on people’s reactions to employees’ challenging OCB and 
proactive behavior (Grant & Ashford, 2008; Howell et al., 2015), scholars have called for future 
research to examine conditions under which challenging OCB and proactive behavior will lead 
to favorable or adverse outcomes, such as observers’ reactions toward these behaviors (Bindl & 
Parker, 2010; Grant & Ashford, 2008; Yam et al., 2017). To this end, this study aims to examine 
two conditions, employee political skills and supervisor perceived instrumentality of 
implementing suggested changes, under which employee voice behavior may lead to different 
supervisors’ reactions via supervisors’ different motive attributions.   
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CHAPTER III. HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT 
The study is designed to understand when and why supervisors endorse and implement 
employee voice behavior. I argue that employees’ political skills, supervisors’ motive 
attributions for employee voice behavior, and supervisors’ perceived instrumentality of 
suggested changes play important roles in supervisors’ reactions to employee voice behavior (see 
Figure 1 for the conceptual model).   
It is important to study when and why supervisors will endorse and implement 
suggestions brought up by employees. This is because supervisors’ reactions to employee voice 
behavior affect employees’ future engagement in voice behavior and commitment to the 
organization (Detert & Burris, 2007; Liu et al., 2010; McClean et al., 2013). Supervisors’ 
reactions to employee voice behavior also may affect whether suggested changes will be 
implemented and in turn whether organizations will benefit from suggested changes.  
This study will focus on two types of supervisors’ reactions to employee voice: a) voice 
endorsement and b) voice implementation. Voice endorsement refers to the extent to which 
supervisors believe suggested changes have potential value and are willing to take employees’ 
suggestions to higher-level leaders (Burris, 2012). Voice implementation refers to the extent to 
which supervisors spend effort and resources on implementing suggestions brought up by 
employees (Baer, 2012). As reviewed earlier, the extant voice behavior literature has focused on 
two types of supervisors’ reactions to voice behavior: voice endorsement and employees’ overall 
performance ratings (Burris, 2012; Burris et al., 2017; Howell et al., 2015). This study aims to 
focus on voice endorsement and voice implementation because these two constructs represent the 
extent to which supervisors are willing to and actually carry out employees’ suggestions.  
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Researchers have argued that employee voice behavior may be appreciated by 
supervisors and higher-ups in organizations because employees take the initiative to detect 
potential problems and share their suggestions for improvement (Burris, 2012; Van Dyne & 
LePine, 1998). Indeed, the voice behavior literature has revealed that supervisors may react 
favorably to employee voice behavior by giving high performance ratings (Howell et al., 2015). 
However, supervisors also may react negatively to employee voice behavior by feeling resentful 
or giving low performance ratings (Burris, 2012; Fast et al., 2014). Thus, researchers have been 
seeking answers to why supervisors react differently to employee voice behavior (Burris, 2012; 
Howell et al., 2015; Whiting, Maynes, Podsakoff, & Podsakoff, 2012).  
Supervisors’ Motive Attributions for Employee Voice Behavior 
The existing voice behavior literature has advanced our understanding of supervisors’ 
reactions to employee voice behavior. For instance, it has been observed that supervisors’ 
managerial self-efficacy, ego-threat, and perceived employees’ loyalty explain supervisors’ 
reactions to employee voice behavior (Burris, 2012; Fast et al., 2014). I argue supervisors’ 
motive attributions for employee voice behavior as additional mechanisms for explaining 
supervisors’ reactions to employee voice behavior, as detailed below.  
First, supervisors’ motive attributions are likely to form when employees engage in voice 
behavior. Voice behavior may not be formally rewarded and may be considered a risky and 
costly behavior (Burris, 2012; Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2012). When actors engage in 
discretionary and risky or costly behaviors, perceivers seek to understand why the actors engage 
in these behaviors (Bowler et al., 2010; Pyszczynski & Greenberg, 1981). For example, help-
seekers have been observed to be more likely to make attributions for help-givers’ behaviors 
when these helping behaviors involve greater personal cost to help-givers (Pyszczynski & 
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Greenberg, 1981). Expectancy theory (Vroom, 1964) and the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 
1991; 2002) suggest people are more motivated to exhibit a behavior resulting in greater 
desirable outcomes. It is less likely for help-seekers to expect others to offer help at greater cost. 
If people decide to help others at great personal cost, this decision usually contradicts help-
seekers’ expectation. Under this circumstance, help-seekers tend to figure out why help-givers 
are willing to do the favor. Similarly, I expect supervisors’ motive attributions may be triggered 
when employees engage in voice behavior, a non-required and risky behavior.   
Second, perceivers tend to make motive attributions for actors’ behaviors when 
perceivers and actors hold opposing opinions (Reeder, Pryor, Wohl, & Griswell, 2005) because 
researchers have argued that disagreement may lead people to speculate about why others have 
divergent views (Reeder et al., 2005). Although employee voice behavior may not necessarily 
challenge supervisors personally, it at least goes against the current work procedures which are 
usually under the charge of supervisors (Detert & Trevino, 2010). Therefore, supervisors’ motive 
attributions are likely to be triggered when employees express disagreement with the current 
management practice.  
To what motives do supervisors attribute employee voice behavior? Prosocial and self-
serving motives have been identified in the OCB literature (Rioux & Penner, 2001). The two 
motives correspond to the two basic needs of human beings: getting along and getting ahead 
(Hogan, Jones, & Cheek, 1985; Hogan & Shelton, 1998) It is noteworthy that prosocial and self-
serving motives have been observed to be two distinct constructs instead of two ends of a 
continuum (Grant & Mayer, 2009; Rioux & Penner, 2001). While some researchers have 
observed prosocial motives and self-serving motives to be slightly positively correlated (Rioux & 
Penner, 2001), other researchers have observed the two motives to be uncorrelated (Halbesleben 
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et al., 2010). Scholars have proposed that employee voice behavior may be a dual-motive 
behavior (Klaas et al., 2012; Morrison, 2014). As Morrison (2014) noted, “Voice is primarily 
prosocial, but this does not mean that it lacks benefits for the actor, nor that the actor will fail to 
consider those benefits. It is, therefore, reasonable to assume that when employees are deciding 
whether to engage in voice, they may consider not just how this behavior could lead to 
organizational or unit-level improvement, but also how it could potentially advance their own 
interests” (p. 184). In addition, researchers have observed supervisors may be able to detect 
motives underlying employees’ helping behavior (Donia, Johns, & Raja, 2016). Thus, 
supervisors may attribute employee voice behavior as both prosocial and self-serving.  
Interactions between Employee Voice Behavior and Political Skills on Supervisors’ Motive 
Attributions 
I argue the extent to which supervisors attribute employee voice behavior as prosocial 
and self-serving depends on the strength of employees’ political skills. Political skill is 
conceptualized as a social effectiveness construct and is defined as “the ability to effectively 
understand others at work, and to use such knowledge to influence others to act in ways that 
enhance one’s personal and/or organizational objectives” (Ferris, Treadway, Kolodinsky, 
Hochwarter, Kacmar, Douglas, & Frink, 2005, p. 127). Researchers have argued that people 
differ in their levels of social effectiveness, and social effectiveness influences how people 
express themselves behaviorally across different situations (Gangestad & Snyder, 2000; Hogan 
& Shelton, 1998). Specifically, people with higher levels of social effectiveness are more likely 
to attend to situational or social cues to regulate their behaviors, and they are more concerned 
about the situational appropriateness of their behaviors. Comparatively, people with lower levels 
of social effectiveness are less likely to attend to situational or social cues, and thus exhibit 
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behaviors more reflective of their dispositions. Thus, individuals’ social effectiveness is one 
explanation for behavioral inconsistency across situations, and individuals higher in social 
effectiveness are more likely to exhibit situationally appropriate or desirable behaviors 
(Gangestad & Snyder, 2000; Hogan & Shelton, 1998).  
Political skill is a widely examined construct in organizational settings (Ferris et al., 
2005). It has been observed to be a stronger predictor of performance evaluation, relative to other 
social effectiveness constructs, such as self-monitoring and emotional intelligence (Semadar et 
al., 2006). Also, political skill has significant incremental validity in predicting performance 
evaluation scores over other social effectiveness constructs (Semadar et al., 2006), general 
mental ability, and Big Five personality characteristics (Munyon et al., 2015). Politically skilled 
employees can accurately comprehend interpersonal interactions, and adapt and calibrate their 
behaviors in accordance with social cues (Ferris et al., 2005). Also, politically skilled employees 
can present themselves in a socially desirable way and produce desired change in others (Ferris 
et al., 2005; Treadway, Ferris, Duke, Adams, & Thatcher, 2007). Political skills enable 
employees to convey genuine and trustworthy images and develop central positions in their 
social networks (Blass & Ferris, 2007; Ferris et al., 2005; Ferris, Treadway, Perrewe, Brouer, 
Douglas, & Lux, 2007).  
Employee voice behavior and political skills may interact to affect supervisors’ motive 
attributions for employee voice behavior, such that as political skills and voice behavior increase, 
supervisors may be more likely to attribute employees’ voice behavior to a prosocial motive and 
less likely to attribute this behavior to a self-serving motive.  
First, politically skilled employees may know how to express their concerns and make 
suggestions by using appropriate language, tone of voice, and facial expression to make them 
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look polite, sincere, and trustworthy (Ferris et al., 2015). This is because politically skilled 
employees have a high level of awareness of themselves, others, and social interactions (Ferris et 
al., 2005; Munyon et al., 2015). They are capable of adjusting their behavior based on social cues 
(e.g., others’ facial expressions or emotions) to influence others effectively or to be perceived 
favorably (Muynon et al., 2015). As Ferris et al. (2007, p. 307) noted, politically skilled 
employees are able to, “appear genuine and authentic in their behavior, with no ulterior motive.”  
People have been observed to interpret challenging information more favorably when 
challenging information is provided by people who look sincere and trustworthy (Steelman & 
Rutkowski, 2004). Conversely, less politically skilled employees tend to express their 
disagreement and suggestions in a less socially desirable way since they lack social astuteness 
and apparent sincerity compared to politically skilled employees (Ferris et al., 2005). Supervisors 
may interpret less politically skilled employees’ voice behavior as complaining and speaking for 
themselves.  
Furthermore, researchers have observed that the frequency of communications between 
employees and supervisors will accentuate supervisors’ perceptions of and reactions to 
employees (Kacmar, Witt, Zivnuska, & Gully, 2003). For example, it has been observed that at 
high levels of LMX, employees who frequently communicate with supervisors tend to receive 
higher performance ratings compared to employees who less frequently communicate with 
supervisors. In contrast, at low levels of LMX, employees who frequently communicate with 
supervisors tend to receive lower performance ratings compared to employees who less 
frequently communicate with supervisors (Kacmar et al., 2003). As researchers have argued 
(Kacmar et al., 2003), the impressions employees make on their supervisors will be amplified as 
employees have more frequent communications with their supervisors. Thus, I argue as 
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employees have greater political skills and more frequently communicate with supervisors to 
express concerns and suggestions, supervisors may be more likely to perceive this frequent voice 
behavior as caring about people and/or the organization, and less likely to interpret the frequent 
voice behavior as disloyal and calculating. On the contrary, as less politically skilled employees 
engage in voice behavior more frequently, their supervisors may be more likely to perceive this 
frequent voice behavior as calculating or self-serving, and less likely to interpret this frequent 
voice behavior as loyal and caring about people and/or the organization. 
Second, political skills enable employees to have a good understanding of what is 
important to other people and the organization (Jawahar, Meurs, Ferris, & Hochwarter, 2008; 
Munyon et al., 2015). They tend to understand different people’s perspectives and needs, instead 
of sticking with their own perspective (Ferris et al., 2005; Ferris, Treadway, Perrewe, Brouer, 
Douglas, & Lux, 2007; Gangestad & Snyder, 2000). This is because employees with great 
political skills are able to develop central positions in their social networks, and are well 
connected with people (Ferris et al., 2005). They have access to a large amount of information 
and opinions due to their advantageous position in the social network (Cullen, Gerbasi, & 
Chrobot-Mason, 2018; Ferris et al., 2007; Munyon et al., 2015). A politically skilled employee 
may express concerns and make suggestions incorporating others’ concerns and needs, whereas a 
less politically skilled employee may express a concern and make a recommendation merely 
from his/her own perspective, failing to consider others’ needs and preferences. Hence, as 
employees have greater political skills and share more ideas for change which may accommodate 
more people’s needs, employee voice behavior may be more likely to be perceived as prosocial, 
and less likely to be perceived as self-serving. In contrast, less politically skilled employees may 
not have access to a large amount of information, such as other people’s concerns and 
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preferences due to their lack of ability to develop central positions in their social networks 
(Cullen et al., 2018; Ferris et al., 2007). When less politically skilled employees make 
suggestions to their supervisors, they may fail to take others’ opinions into consideration or 
address others’ concerns. Thus, as less politically skilled employees more frequently engage in 
voice behavior, their supervisors may be more likely to attribute the frequent voice behavior to a 
self-serving motive, and less likely to interpret the frequent voice behavior as prosocial. 
Third, politically skilled people have been observed to develop good reputations (Blickle 
et al., 2011; Munyon et al., 2015; Smith, Plowman, Duchon, & Quinn, 2009; Zinko et al., 2012). 
This may be because they are good at building their public images through their situationally 
appropriate behaviors or effective influence attempts, and they are in the central positions in their 
networks through which their favorable images spread easily (Liu, Ferris, Zinko, Perrewe, Weitz, 
& Xu, 2007). Reputation is defined as a “complex combination of salient personal characteristics 
and accomplishments, demonstrated behavior, and intended images presented over some period 
of time” (Ferris, Blass, Douglas, Kolodinsky, & Treadway, 2003, p. 213). Reputation has been 
argued to be a collective perception by others and often forms based on a consistent pattern of 
past behavior (Ching, Holsapple, & Whinston, 1992). Reputation takes both time and effort to 
build, and it is easily jeopardized by inconsistent behaviors. Individuals tend to behave in a way 
that is consistent with their reputations (Baumeister, 1982). Thus, an actor’s reputation often is 
used by observers to understand the actor’s current behavior and predict his/her future behavior 
(Blickle et al., 2011; Whitmeyer, 2000). Reputation may lead to a halo effect. Halo effect refers 
to a tendency that people’s global evaluation of a person will influence their perceptions of 
specific traits and behaviors of the person (Nisbett & Wilson, 1977). An actor’s good reputation 
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has been suggested to give the actor the benefit of observers’ favorable interpretation of his/her 
specific behaviors (Zinko, Ferris, Blass, & Laird, 2007).  
Taken together, I contend: 
Hypothesis 1: Employees’ voice behavior and political skills interactively affect 
supervisors’ prosocial motive attribution such that the relationship between employee 
voice behavior and supervisors’ prosocial motive attribution will become positively 
stronger as employees’ political skills increase.  
Hypothesis 2: Employees’ voice behavior and political skills interactively affect 
supervisors’ self-serving motive attribution, such that the relationship between employee 
voice behavior and supervisors’ self-serving motive attribution will become positively 
stronger as employees’ political skills decrease. 
Supervisors’ Perceived Instrumentality as the Moderator of the Relationships between 
Their Motive Attributions and Voice Endorsement 
Supervisors’ motive attributions for employee voice behavior may play important roles in 
their reactions to voice behavior (Halbesleben et al., 2010; Weiner, 1980). Specifically, 
supervisors may be more likely to endorse employees’ suggestions driven by more prosocial 
concerns compared to suggested change driven by self-serving concerns. As Yukl (1982) argued, 
the amount of social status accorded a leader is proportionate to the leader’s contribution to the 
team and team members. Leaders may gain or lose their status, depending on whether they are 
able to address their members’ concerns and achieve team goals (Yukl, 1982; 1989). Thus, it 
may be more likely for supervisors to spend time and effort addressing problems that will affect 
members’ common benefits or team goals. By contrast, supervisors may be less likely to endorse 
suggested changes driven by employees’ self-interest concerns. Supervisors may not want to 
43 
 
 
 
encourage employees to pursue self-interest. Merely pursuing self-interest may result in conflicts 
with others’ welfare and interests due to the finite resources in organizations (Ferris & Judge, 
1991; Narayanan & Fahey, 1982; Pfeffer, 2010) and may lead teams and organizations into a 
divisive state (Chang, Rosen, & Levy, 2009). In short, prosocial motive attribution for employee 
voice behavior may have a positive effect on supervisors’ voice endorsement, whereas self-
serving motive attribution may have a negative effect on supervisors’ voice endorsement.  
Nevertheless, motive attributions may not be a sufficient reason for supervisors to 
endorse and implement employees’ suggestions. Any effort spent on endorsing and 
implementing suggested changes may be risky and may lead to undesirable consequences 
(Janssen et al., 2004). For example, it has been observed that introducing change at work may 
lead to resource cost, disharmony, and conflicts among colleagues who are affected by a 
suggested change (Baer, 2012; Janssen, 2003; Janssen et al., 2004). Thus, the effects of 
supervisors’ motive attributions on their reactions may vary depending on the extent to which 
supervisors perceive employees’ suggested changes can lead to desirable outcomes.  
Supervisors’ perceived instrumentality of implementing employees’ suggestions is 
defined as the extent to which supervisors expect positive outcomes to be associated with their 
efforts of implementing employees’ ideas (Baer, 2012). When supervisors believe the suggested 
changes are instrumental in achieving more desirable outcomes, they may have greater 
motivation to endorse them (Ajzen, 1991; Vroom, 1964). Indeed, researchers have observed that 
individuals are concerned about perceived desirable outcomes, such as expected performance 
improvement and personal image gains, when they decide whether to put effort in introducing 
change (Yuan & Woodman, 2010). Also, individuals are more likely to put their ideas into 
reality when they believe these ideas can result in more favorable outcomes (Baer, 2012). 
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Haworth and Levy (2001) observed that the positive effect of procedural justice on employees’ 
OCB was strengthened when employees perceived OCB resulted in positive outcomes. Thus, 
supervisors’ perceived instrumentality of suggested changes may act as an impetus, fueling 
supervisors’ motivation to endorse employees’ recommendations driven by prosocial concerns.  
On the other side, supervisors may be less likely to refuse suggestions driven by 
employees’ self-serving concerns when supervisors can foresee more desirable outcomes of a 
suggested change. In this case, a win-win situation is created (Ashford & Black, 1996). When 
employees’ interests, to some extent, are aligned with supervisors’ and/or organizations’ 
interests, supervisors might be unlikely to turn down employees’ suggestions. For example, 
employees’ job change negotiation behavior has been argued to contribute to employees’ 
performance, person-job fit, and organizational socialization (Ashford & Black, 1996; Gruman, 
Saks, & Zweig, 2006; Parker & Bindl, 2010). When employees suggest supervisors change task 
assignments to better fit employees’ expertise and skills (e.g., job change negotiation, Ashford & 
Black, 1996), supervisors might be unlikely to refuse this suggestion if they can anticipate the 
favorable consequences to both employees and organizations (e.g., employees’ performance and 
commitment). In sum, anticipated desirable outcomes may inhibit supervisors’ tendency to 
refuse employees’ suggestions driven by self-serving concerns.  
Thus, I contend: 
Hypothesis 3: Supervisors’ perceived instrumentality of suggested changes will moderate 
the positive effect of prosocial motive attribution on voice endorsement, such that the 
positive effect will be strengthened as perceived instrumentality increases.  
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Hypothesis 4: Supervisors’ perceived instrumentality of suggested changes will moderate 
the negative effect of self-serving motive attribution on voice endorsement, such that the 
negative effect will be weakened as perceived instrumentality increases. 
Supervisors’ voice endorsement represents the extent to which supervisors believe 
suggested changes have potential value and are willing to take employees’ suggestions to higher-
level leaders (Burris, 2012). As Vroom (1964) and Ajzen (1991; 2002) suggested, when a person 
can foresee the potential value of enacting a behavior, this person will be more likely to engage 
in this behavior. When supervisors believe suggested changes have potential value, they may be 
likely to allocate resources to implement the suggested changes. It has been observed that 
individuals are likely to introduce innovative changes to the workplace when they expect these 
innovative changes will lead to positive performance outcomes (Yuan & Woodman, 2010). Also, 
as the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991; 2002) suggested, people’ behavioral intention is 
predictive of people’s actual engagement in such behavior. Similarly, Burris (2012) has argued 
that supervisors’ endorsement for suggested changes is an important precursor to making 
changes in organizational routines or processes. Thus, I contend:  
Hypothesis 5: Supervisors’ voice endorsement will be positively related to their voice 
implementation. 
The Integrated Research Model 
Thus far, I have developed hypotheses for the interactive effects of employee voice 
behavior and political skills on supervisors’ motive attributions (Hypothesis 1 and 2), the 
moderating effects of supervisors’ perceived instrumentality on the relationships between 
supervisors’ motive attributions and their voice endorsement (Hypothesis 3 and 4), and the direct 
effect of voice endorsement on voice implementation (Hypothesis 5). Taken together, this study 
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will examine a dual-stage moderated mediation model (Edwards & Lambert, 2007; Preacher, 
Rucker, & Hayes, 2007). I argue for the following integrative hypotheses for the dual-stage 
moderated mediation model:  
Hypothesis 6: The indirect relationship between employee voice behavior and 
supervisors’ voice implementation via supervisors’ prosocial motive attribution and 
voice endorsement will be moderated by employees’ political skills and supervisors’ 
perceived instrumentality at the first and second stages, respectively.  
Hypothesis 7: The indirect relationship between employee voice behavior and 
supervisors’ voice implementation via supervisors’ self-serving motive attribution and 
voice endorsement will be moderated by employees’ political skills and supervisors’ 
perceived instrumentality at the first and second stages, respectively.  
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CHAPTER IV. METHODS 
Sample 
This study was approved by the West Virginia University Institutional Review Board 
(#1812402257). The sample in this study consists of 291 employee-supervisor dyads from 12 
organizations in China. The number of employees was 291 and the number of supervisors was 
100. Among 100 supervisors, 91 supervisors had three direct reports and 9 supervisors had two 
direct reports, resulting in 291 employees in total. These organizations operated in a variety of 
industries including software engineering and IT, biomedical, energy engineering, chain 
medicine, and auto sales.  
I obtained approval from the executives of these organizations to conduct this study at 
their workplaces. Two briefing sessions were conducted to introduce the procedure of this study. 
One briefing session was intended for employees only and the other briefing session was 
intended for their supervisors. They were told that their participation was totally voluntary and if 
they agreed to participate, there would be one survey for employees and three-waves of surveys 
for supervisors with a one-month interval between each survey. They were also told that they 
were free to withdraw at any time from this study without any penalty and they would be paid 
CNY 15 (around $2.50 U.S.) for the completion of each survey as a small token for their spent 
time. They were assured that all the data would be kept confidential and analyzed in an aggregate 
form. In total, 300 employees and 100 supervisors attended the briefing sessions. Of 300 
employees, 291 employees agreed to participate in this study. All the supervisors who attended 
the briefing session agreed to participate in this study. The employee response rate in Wave 1 
was 97% and the supervisor response rate in Wave 1 was 100%. The supervisor response rate 
was 100% in Wave 2 and Wave 3. The names of employees to be rated by supervisors were 
48 
 
 
 
indicated in each wave supervisor survey. This way, supervisors were clear about whom they 
were rating. Of the 291 employee participants, 32% were male (one missing value on gender); 
the average age was 34.57 (SD = 7.58); the average tenure with the organization was 7.34 years 
(SD = 6.96); and the average tenure with the supervisor was 4.57 years (SD = 4.20). Of the 291 
employee participants, 276 employees provided education background information. Among 
those who provided this information, the majority (64%) have a bachelor degree, and 29% have a 
professional certificate. Among the 100 supervisor participants, 31% were male; the average age 
was 41.29 years old (SD = 6.69); the average tenure with the organization was 12.53 years (SD = 
9.55). Of the 100 supervisor participants, 97 supervisors provided education background 
information. Among those who provided this information, 73% had a bachelor degree, and 15% 
had a master degree.  
Power Analysis and Study Design 
Before data collection, I conducted a power analysis to estimate the sample size of 
employees needed for testing a two-stage moderated mediation model through the Monte Carlo 
capability of Mplus (Muthén & Muthén, 2012). By means of the Monte Carlo function of Mplus, 
data are generated from a population with hypothesized parameter values. A large number of 
samples (e.g., 100, 200, and 500) are drawn and the hypothesized model is estimated for each 
sample. Parameter estimates and standard errors are averaged over the samples (Muthén & 
Muthén, 2012). I conservatively specified the parameter estimates ranging from 0.20 to 0.30 and 
500 samples (or replications) were drawn to conduct the Monte Carlo analysis. As Muthén and 
Muthén (2012, p. 601) suggested, “the sample size is chosen to keep power close to 0.80. The 
value of 0.80 is used because it is a commonly accepted value for sufficient power.” To reach a 
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power closer to 0.80 or larger, I have to recruit at least 200- 250 employee-supervisor dyads. The 
sample size in this study was 291 employee-supervisor dyads.  
This study adopted a time-lagged design. The data was collected via survey instruments 
that were completed by employees and their supervisors in organizations. It is a multi-source and 
three-wave data collection to alleviate concerns about common method bias (Podsakoff, 
MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). With regard to the time interval between waves, scholars 
have discussed optimal time lags in time-lagged or longitudinal studies (Collins, 2006; Dormann 
& van de Ven, 2014; Mitchell & James, 2001). Mitchell and James (2001) have advised 
researchers to consider optimal time lags within a broader question of “when events occur, when 
they change, and how quickly they change” (p. 533). However, as Dormann and Griffin (2015) 
noted, little research or guidance has been devoted to the question of how long the time interval 
should be in time-lagged or longitudinal studies. For example, some researchers have their 
recommendations, such as “not too short” or “not too long” (cf. Boker & Nesselroade, 2002), but 
they did not provide specific guidance about time lags.  
Mitchell and James (2001, p. 537) noted, normally “the lag between measurement is 
chosen because of convenience, not theory, since theory rarely specifies the exact length of the 
causal lag” and that “past research can be useful in helping the researcher make predictions and 
gather data at times that should be helpful.”  
In the voice behavior literature, researchers have used different time intervals when they 
studied supervisors’ reactions to employee voice behavior. For example, most of the extant 
studies adopted a cross-sectional design (Burris et al., 2017; Burris, 2012; Grant & Mayer, 2009) 
while a few studies used a time-lagged design with 6-8 weeks (Liang et al., 2012; Li et al., 
2017), 3-months (Li et al., 2017), or 1-year (Howell et al., 2015) as time intervals. However, 
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researchers did not provide rationales for their choice of time intervals except noting that a time-
lagged design and multiple data sources were used to minimize common source bias (Podsakoff 
et al., 2003). Drawing on the existing voice behavior research on supervisors’ reactions to 
employee voice behavior (e.g., cross-sectional, 6-8 weeks) and following Mitchel and James’ 
(2001) suggestion, I chose 1-month as the time interval between each wave in this study. 
Measures 
The complete list of survey instruments used in this study is included in Appendix A. 
Also, the complete list of original survey instruments, which were adapted for the purpose of this 
study, are included in Appendix B. In general, the survey instruments used in this study are 
identical to the original scales. However, small changes were made to the introductory questions 
of the Prosocial Motive Scale, Self-serving Motive Scale, and Perceived Instrumentality Scale. 
The introductory questions for these three measures were adjusted to the voice context. All 
measures were originally written in English. Two bilingual business researchers performed 
translation and back-translation procedures, respectively (Brislin, 1970). In particular, one 
business researcher conducted translation from English (the original language) to Chinese, and 
the other business researcher conducted back-translation from Chinese to English (the original 
language). The back-translation was compared to the original text as a quality check on the 
original translation. 
Voice (Time 1). Employees reported their voice behavior using the 3-item voice scale 
widely used by voice researchers (Burris et al., 2008; Burris, 2012; Detert & Burris, 2007). The 
3-item scale was adapted by Detert and Burris (2007) from Van Dyne and LePine’s (1998) 
measure of voice behavior. Van Dyne and LePine (1998) originally developed a 6-item scale to 
measure voice behavior. However, voice behavior researchers (Burris, 2012; Liu et al., 2015) 
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had concerns about the 6-item measure because some items failed to emphasize voice behavior 
as suggestion-based and challenging. The 3-item scale is scored on a Likert-type scale ranging 
from 1 (almost never) to 5 (almost always). A sample item is “I give suggestions to my 
supervisor about how to make our unit or organization better, even if others disagree.” 
Cronbach’s alpha is .85. 
Political Skill (Time 1). Employees reported their political skills using the 18-item scale 
developed by Ferris et al. (2005). The 18-item scale is scored on a Likert-type scale ranging from 
1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Sample items are “I am able to communicate easily 
and effectively with others,” “I have good intuition or savvy about how to present myself to 
others,” and “When communicating with others, I try to be genuine in what I say and do.” 
Cronbach’s alpha is .95. 
Prosocial Motive Attribution (Time 1). Following the existing research on prosocial 
motive (e.g., Grant & Mayer, 2009), I used the 4-item scale developed by Grant (2008) to 
measure people’s prosocial motive. The original scale (Grant, 2008) opens with an introductory 
question: “Why are you motivated to do your work?” I adapted this introductory question to the 
voice context: “Why do you think this employee engages in voice behavior?” Supervisors rated 
these four items: (1) Because this employee cares about benefiting others through his/her voice 
behavior; (2) Because this employee wants to help others through his/her voice behavior; (3) 
Because this employee wants to have positive impact on others; and (4) Because it is important 
to this employee to do good for others through his/her voice behavior. The 4-item scale is scored 
on a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Cronbach’s alpha 
is .91. 
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Self-serving Motive Attribution (Time 1). Following the existing research on self-serving 
motive (e.g., Grant & Mayer, 2009; Halbesleben et al., 2010), I used the 10-item scale developed 
by Rioux and Penner (2001) to measure self-serving motive attribution. The original scale opens 
with an introductory question: “How important would each motive statement be in this 
employee’s decision to engage in OCB at a job?” I adjusted the introductory question to the 
voice context: “Why do you think this employee engages in voice behavior?” Then, supervisors 
rated the 10 items. Sample items are: “Because this employee wants to impress me,” “Because 
this employee wants to look better than others,” and “Because this employee fears appearing 
irresponsible.” The 10-item scale is scored on a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Cronbach’s alpha is .91. 
Perceived Instrumentality (Time 2). I used the 9-item scale developed by Baer (2012) to 
measure the perceived instrumentality of implementing the suggested change. Baer’s (2012) 9-
item scale opens with an introductory question: “Here are some things that could happen to 
people if they tried to turn their ideas into a new product, process, or procedure that is actually 
brought to market or implemented. How likely is it that each of these things would happen if you 
tried to implement your ideas?” I adapted the introductory question to the voice context: “Here 
are some things that could happen to people if they tried to turn their employees’ ideas into a 
new product, process, or procedure that is actually brought to market or implemented. How 
likely is it that each of these things would happen if you tried to implement the suggested 
changes brought up by this employee?” Except for the introductory question, the nine items 
remained unchanged from the original items developed by Baer (2012). Supervisors responded 
to the following items using a scale that ranges from 1 (not at all likely) to 7 (extremely likely). 
Sample items are: “I will enhance my reputation,” “I will be given chances to learn new things,” 
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“I will encounter resistance or active opposition (reverse-scored)”, and “I will get the feeling that 
I have accomplished something worthwhile”. Cronbach’s alpha is .87. 
Voice Endorsement (Time 2). Supervisors reported voice endorsement using the 5-item 
scale developed by Burris (2012). Sample items are “How likely is it that you will take this 
employee’s comments to your supervisors,” “This employee’s comments are valuable,” and “I 
will take this employee’s comments to my supervisors.” Supervisors responded to the 5 items 
using a scale that ranges from 1 (strongly disagree/very unlikely) to 5 (strongly agree/very 
likely). The reliability of the 5-item scale is 0.83 (Burris, 2012). Cronbach’s alpha is .93. 
Voice Implementation (Time 3). Supervisors reported voice implementation using the 3-
item scale developed by Baer (2012). Following Baer (2012), the 3-item scale begins with an 
introductory question: “Please rate the frequency with which this employee’s ideas …” Then, 
supervisors responded to the following items using a scale that ranges from 1 (never) to 7 
(always): … have been approved for further development; … have been transformed into usable 
products, processes, or procedures; and … have been successfully brought to market or have 
been successfully implemented. Cronbach’s alpha is .97. 
Control Variables (CVs, Time 1). In their article on guidelines for the inclusion of 
control variables, Carlson and Wu (2012, p. 413) advocated to adopt “a conservative stance 
toward the inclusion of CVs [control variables] in the analysis of quasiexperimental and 
correlational designs guided by the principle ‘When in doubt, leave them out’.” In this study, 
based on the prior literature on voice, I included two control variables - employee loyalty to the 
organization and relationship quality with the supervisor (i.e., LMX). I included them because 
these two variables may confound the relationship between employee voice and supervisor 
motive attribution, and the relationship between employee voice and supervisor voice 
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endorsement. That is, it may be possible that employee loyalty and LMX with supervisors are 
reasons for both employee voice frequency (i.e. the independent variable in the study) and 
supervisors’ motive attributions for employee voice behavior and supervisor voice endorsement 
(i.e., the dependent variables in the study), making these relationships spurious. First, Hirschman 
(1970) theorized loyalty as a major predictor of employee voice because loyal employees are 
motivated to help organizations with its continuous improvement. Scholars also showed that 
LMX predicts employee voice (Liu et al., 2013; Van Dyne et al., 2008). Second, employee 
loyalty and LMX can also affect supervisor motive attributions and endorsement of employee 
voice. For example, as Burris (2012, p. 856) argued, supervisors tend to generate positive 
expectations of loyal employees and these positive expectations lead supervisors to “believe that 
loyal employees are concerned with and behave in ways that positively impact the organization.” 
LMX may also affect supervisor voice endorsement due to ingroup favoritism (Huang, Xu, 
Huang, & Liu, 2018; Wilson, Sin, & Conlon, 2010). Thus, given the potential confounding 
effects of loyalty and LMX, I controlled for them in all data analyses. Nonetheless, it is 
important to note that the significance patterns of the reported findings of hypothesis testing 
remained the same regardless of whether these variables were controlled or not. Employees 
reported their loyalty to the organization using a seven–item scale (Boroff & Lewin, 1997). The 
Cronbach alpha was .92.  Employees reported their relationship quality with their supervisor 
using the seven-item LMX scale (Liden et al., 1993). The Cronbach alpha was .90.  
Statistical Analysis 
Employees in my sample were nested within their supervisors who were, in turn, nested 
within organizations. The non-independence of data poses a threat to common regression 
analyses. This is because non-independence will affect the estimation of standard errors which is 
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used to establish statistical significance (Hofmann, 1997). Therefore, I adopted hierarchical 
linear modeling analysis to appropriately account for the non-independence of the data structure 
(Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992; Hofmann, 1997). Further, according to Bliese and Hanges (2004), 
ignoring non-independence when modeling only lower level variables will also reduce power.  
To gauge the level of non-independence in this study, I calculated ICC (1) (Bliese, 2000; 
Bliese & Hanges, 2004). ICC (1) indicates the amount of total variance explained by group 
membership. According to Bliese and colleagues (Bliese, 2000; Bliese & Hanges, 2004), ICC (1) 
values ranging between .15 and .25 are typical in field settings and they represent moderate and 
moderately high ICC (1) values. As reported later in the Results section, the ICC (1) values for 
the dependent variables in this study ranged from .18 to .32, suggesting moderate to high ICC (1) 
values. The moderate to high ICC (1) values suggest that non-independence should be controlled 
in the data analyses, which otherwise could lead to biased standard errors and also reduce power 
(Bliese & Hanges, 2004; Hofmann, 1997). 
As for how to control for non-independence in hierarchical linear modeling, Bliese and 
Hanges (2004, p. 406) suggested that “one can incorporate a random error term associated with 
group membership if data are collected from individuals nested in groups. In so doing, one 
effectively partitions the total variance into a within-group and a between-group component and 
thereby effectively controls for non-independence” (also see Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992; Hox, 
2010; Snijders & Bosker, 2012). Specifically, in hierarchical linear modeling analyses, “Y was 
regressed on X, and a random intercept term was estimated to account for non-independence” 
(Bliese & Hanges, 2004, p. 410). Given the 3-level hierarchical linear modeling analyses in the 
current study, I specified two random intercept terms (at level 2 and level 3 respectively), plus a 
level 1 residual error term. In this way, I provided separate estimates of employee-level (level 1) 
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residual variance, supervisor-level (level 2) variance in the dependent variables, and 
organization-level (level 3) variance in the dependent variables (Bliese & Hanges, 2004). I 
reported these estimated variance components in Table 5 (in the random effects parts in Table 5). 
The hierarchical linear modeling analyses were conducted using Stata 12 with the 
maximum likelihood estimation method. As Hox (2010, p. 40) noted, “Maximum likelihood 
(ML) is the most commonly used estimation method in multilevel modeling. An advantage of the 
maximum likelihood estimation method is that it is generally robust, and produces estimates that 
are asymptotically efficient and consistent.” According to Hox (2010), the ML method is an 
estimation procedure that produces population parameter estimates which will maximize the 
probability of observing the actual data. The ML method uses an iterating procedure to generate 
parameter estimates (Hox, 2010). The default number of iterations in Stata is 20. All hierarchical 
linear analyses in this study converged within the default number of iterations. 
Based on Hox’s (2010) recommendation and the existing voice literature (e.g., Liang et 
al., 2012; Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2008; Venkataramani & Tangirala, 2010; Walumbwa & 
Schaubroeck, 2009), I adopted grand mean centering in the hierarchical linear modeling 
analyses, which facilitate interpretation as it makes the “zero” value of predictor variables 
meaningful (Hox, 2010). In his book on multilevel modeling, Hox (2010, p. 61) stated that “The 
usual practice is that the overall or grand mean is subtracted from all values of a variable, which 
is called centering on the grand mean, or grand mean centering in short. If we apply grand mean 
centering, we solve the problem, because now the intercept in the regression equation is always 
interpretable as the expected value of the outcome variable, when all explanatory variables have 
their mean value.”  
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Prior to conducting hypothesis testing, I first established the discriminant validities of the 
constructs by conducting a set of confirmatory factor analyses. Fit indices were reported to 
determine how the measurement models fit the data. According to Hu and Bentler (1998), values 
of comparative fit index (CFI) and Tucker–Lewis index (TLI) that are greater than 0.95 represent 
a good model fit; values of the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) that are less 
than 0.08 indicate a good model fit. I reported the fit indices for the hypothesized model and 
conducted chi-square difference tests between the hypothesized model and alternative factor 
models in Table 4.
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CHAPTER V. RESULTS 
Table 3 presents descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations of the studied 
variables. Prior to the hypothesis testing, I performed a set of confirmatory factor analyses 
(CFAs) to assess the discriminant validity of the studied measures (see Table 4). I compared 
seven alternative models. I found that Model 1 (i.e., the hypothesized 7-factor model) has a 
good fit: χ2(254, N=291) = 448.47, comparative fit index (CFI) = .97, Tucker-Lewis index 
(TLI) = .96, root mean squared error of approximation (RMSEA) = .05. Further, as shown in 
Table 4, the hypothesized 7-factor model has a significantly better fit than all the alternative 
models. 
To test the hypotheses, I conducted hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) analyses to 
account for the potential non-independence of observations since employees are nested 
within supervisors who are nested within organizations (Bliese, 2000). Indeed, the ICC (1) 
for voice endorsement at the supervisor level was .25 and was .18 at the organization level. 
Similarly, the ICC (1) for voice implementation at the supervisor level was .32 and was .20 at 
the organization level. As noted earlier, ICC (1) indicates the amount of total variance 
explained by group membership and gauges the level of non-independence (Hox, 2010). 
Therefore, I conducted 3-level hierarchical linear modeling analyses to account for non-
independence at both the supervisor and organization levels. To test the significance of the 
hypothesized moderated mediation effects, I adopted the bootstrapping approach 
recommended by Preacher, Rucker, and Hayes (2007). All analyses were conducted using 
Stata 12.  
Hypothesis 1 states that employees’ voice behavior and political skills interactively 
affect supervisors’ prosocial motive attribution, such that the relationship between employee 
voice behavior and supervisors’ prosocial motive attribution will be positively stronger as 
employees’ political skills increase. As shown in Table 5 (see Model 3), I found a significant 
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interaction effect between employee voice and political skills on supervisor prosocial motive 
attribution (γ = - 0.16, p < .01). The interaction pattern was plotted in Figure 2. As shown, 
when employee political skills are higher, there is no relationship between voice behavior and 
supervisor prosocial motive attribution. In contrast, when political skills are lower, the more 
frequently employees engage in voice behavior, the more likely supervisors attribute 
employee voice behavior to a prosocial motive. Thus, Hypothesis 1 was not supported. 
Although the pattern was inconsistent with what I originally hypothesized, it revealed some 
interesting findings which are discussed in the next chapter. 
Hypothesis 2 states that employees’ voice behavior and political skills interactively 
affect supervisors’ self-serving motive attribution, such that the relationship between 
employee voice behavior and supervisors’ self-serving motive attribution will become 
positively stronger as employees’ political skills decrease. As shown in Table 5 (Model 4), 
the interactive effect of employee voice and political skills on supervisor self-serving motive 
attribution is not significant (γ = - 0.04, p = 0.47). Thus, Hypothesis 2 was not supported.  
Hypothesis 3 states that supervisors’ perceived instrumentality of suggested changes 
moderates the relationship between supervisor prosocial motive attribution and voice 
endorsement such that the positive effect of prosocial motive attribution on voice 
endorsement will be strengthened as supervisor perceived instrumentality increases. As 
shown in Table 5 (Model 6), I found a significant interaction effect between supervisor 
prosocial motive attribution and perceived instrumentality on supervisor voice endorsement 
(γ = -0.06, p < .05). The interaction pattern was depicted in Figure 3. As shown, when 
supervisors perceive a higher level of instrumentality of implementing suggestions voiced by 
employees, there is no relationship between supervisor prosocial motive attribution and 
supervisor voice endorsement. In other words, when supervisors perceive employees’ 
suggestions to be very instrumental, they will endorse them regardless of the degree of 
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prosocial motive attribution they make. By contrast, when supervisors perceive a lower level 
of instrumentality, the relationship between supervisor prosocial motive attribution and voice 
endorsement is positive (γ = 0.11, p < .01). That is, when supervisors perceive lower 
instrumentality of employees’ suggestions, they are more likely to endorse those suggestions 
perceived as more prosocially driven. Although a significant interaction effect was detected, 
the pattern was not consistent with what was originally hypothesized. Thus, Hypothesis 3 was 
not supported. Although the pattern was not consistent with what I originally hypothesized, it 
revealed some novel findings which are discussed in the next chapter. 
Hypothesis 4 states that supervisors’ perceived instrumentality of suggested changes 
will moderate the negative effect of self-serving motive attribution on voice endorsement 
such that the negative effect of supervisor self-serving motive attribution will be weakened as 
supervisor perceived instrumentality increases. As shown in Table 3 (Model 6), I found a 
significant interaction effect between supervisor self-serving motive attribution and perceived 
instrumentality on supervisor voice endorsement (γ = 0.08, p < .01). The interaction pattern 
was plotted in Figure 4. As shown, when supervisors perceive a higher level of 
instrumentality of implementing suggestions voiced by employees, there is no relationship 
between supervisor self-serving motive attribution and supervisor voice endorsement. In 
other words, when supervisors perceive employees’ suggestions to be very instrumental, 
supervisor self-serving motive attribution for voice behavior does not impact whether they 
will endorse or decline employee voice. In contrast, when supervisors perceive a lower level 
of instrumentality, the relationship between supervisor self-serving motive attribution and 
voice endorsement is negative (γ = -0.08, p < .05). In sum, as supervisors’ perceived 
instrumentality increased, the negative effect of supervisor self-serving motive attribution for 
employee voice behavior on supervisor voice endorsement was weakened. Thus, Hypothesis 
4 was supported. 
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Hypothesis 5 states that supervisor voice endorsement is positively related to voice 
implementation. As shown in Table 5 (Model 7), there was a significant relationship between 
voice endorsement and voice implementation (γ = 1.16, p < .01). Thus, Hypothesis 5 was 
supported. 
Hypothesis 6 states the serial mediation from employee voice behavior to voice 
implementation via supervisor prosocial motive attribution and voice endorsement is 
moderated by employee political skills and supervisor perceived instrumentality. Table 6 
presents the results of bootstrapping analyses on the moderated mediation effects. As shown, 
only when both employee political skills and supervisor perceived instrumentality are low, 
there was a significant mediation effect of prosocial motive attribution in the relationship 
between employee voice and supervisor voice endorsement (γ = 0.036, bias-corrected 95% 
confidence interval = [0.014, 0.067]). Similarly, only when both employee political skills and 
supervisor perceived instrumentality are low, there was a significant serial mediation effect of 
prosocial motive attribution and supervisor voice endorsement in the relationship between 
employee voice behavior and supervisor voice implementation (γ = 0.042, bias-corrected 
95% confidence interval = [0.021, 0.091]). Thus, these results supported Hypothesis 6, which 
proposed a two-stage moderated mediation effect. 
Hypothesis 7 states the serial mediation from employee voice behavior to voice 
implementation via supervisor self-serving motive attribution and supervisor voice 
endorsement is moderated by employee political skills and supervisor perceived 
instrumentality. However, because the first-stage moderating effect of political skills on the 
relationship between employee voice behavior and supervisor self-serving motive attribution 
(i.e., Hypothesis 2) was not significant, I only calculated the moderated mediation effects at 
the conditional values of supervisor perceived instrumentality. Table 7 presents the results of 
bootstrapping analyses on the moderated mediation effects. As shown, when perceived 
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instrumentality is lower, there was a significant negative mediation effect of self-serving 
motive attribution in the relationship between employee voice behavior and supervisor voice 
endorsement (γ = -0.018, bias-corrected 95% confidence interval = [-0.038, -0.068]). When 
perceived instrumentality is higher, there was a significant positive mediation effect of self-
serving motive attribution in the relationship between employee voice behavior and 
supervisor voice endorsement (γ = 0.012, bias-corrected 95% confidence interval = [0.001, 
0.037]). Similarly, when supervisors perceived instrumentality was lower, there was a 
significant negative serial mediation effect of self-serving motive attribution and supervisor 
voice endorsement in the relationship between employee voice behavior and voice 
implementation (γ = -0.020, bias-corrected 95% confidence interval = [-0.039, -0.008]). 
When supervisors perceived instrumentality was higher, there was a significant positive serial 
mediation effect of self-serving motive attribution and supervisor voice endorsement in the 
relationship between employee voice behavior and voice implementation (γ = 0.014, bias-
corrected 95% confidence interval = [0.002, 0.038]). These results only supported a second-
stage moderated mediation effect. Thus, Hypothesis 7 was not supported. Figure 5 exhibits 
the overall research model with path coefficients.  
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CHAPTER VI. DISCUSSION 
The purpose of this study is to unravel the mediating and moderating mechanisms that 
can explain when and why employee voice behavior leads to supervisor endorsement and 
implementation. Specifically, taking a socio-political perspective, I argued that supervisor 
motive attributions for employee voice behavior can explain the extent to which supervisors 
endorse and subsequently implement employee voice. Furthermore, I argued that the mediating 
effects of supervisor motive attributions in the relationship between employee voice behavior 
and supervisor voice endorsement are moderated by employee political skills in the first stage of 
the mediating path (i.e., from voice behavior to supervisor motive attributions) and by supervisor 
perceived instrumentality of implementing employees’ suggestions in the second stage of the 
mediating path (i.e., from supervisor motive attributions to supervisor endorsement). Through a 
three-wave, multi-source field study, I found support for some of the hypothesized relationships. 
Although there were some unexpected findings which will be discussed in the following 
sections, the general picture that the findings depicted was that employee political skills, 
supervisor motive attributions, and supervisor perceived instrumentality indeed play roles in 
supervisor voice endorsement and implementation. In the following sections, I will first recap the 
key research findings, discuss their meaning, and provide possible explanations for unexpected 
but novel findings. After that, I will discuss the theoretical and practical implications of these 
study findings. Lastly, I will discuss the limitations of this study and possible future research 
directions.  
Summary of Key Findings 
First, I found that employee voice is positively related to both supervisor prosocial and 
self-serving motive attributions for employee voice. This finding is consistent with the 
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theoretical claim in the voice literature that employee voice may be driven by dual motives: 
prosocial and self-serving motives (Klass et al., 2012; Morrison, 2014), at least from the 
supervisor’s perspective.  
Second, I found that supervisor prosocial motive attribution is positively associated with 
supervisor voice endorsement, whereas supervisor self-serving motive attribution has no 
significant effect on voice endorsement. The findings suggest that when deciding whether to 
endorse employee voice, supervisors seem to give weight to employee prosocial motive and give 
little weight to employee self-serving motive. In other words, when making a decision whether to 
endorse suggested changes, supervisors do not mind whether the voicers aim to promote their 
own interest, but do mind whether the voicers intend to benefit the collective interest.  
Third, I found that employee political skills significantly moderate the relationship 
between employee voice and supervisor prosocial motive attribution. Despite this significant 
moderating effect of political skills in the relationship between employee voice and supervisor 
prosocial motive attribution, its exact patterns depart from what was predicted. Specifically, I 
originally argued that political skills should strengthen the positive effect of employee voice 
behavior on supervisor prosocial motive attribution. However, I found that as political skills 
increase, the effect of employee voice behavior on supervisor prosocial motive attribution 
changed from positive to null. While this is inconsistent with my original predictions, it is 
consistent with a study finding that Harris and colleagues (2007) reported. Harris and colleagues 
(2007) studied how political skills moderate the effects of influence tactics including self-
promotion and supplication on supervisor ratings of employee performance. Like this study, they 
expected that political skills should strengthen the positive effects of the two influence tactics 
(self-promotion and supplication) on supervisor ratings of employee performance, but they found 
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political skills nullified the effects of these two influence tactics, which is similar to this study. 
The findings of this study seem to suggest that for less politically skilled employees, they may 
need to spend more effort (e.g., contribute more new ideas or suggestions) in order to be 
perceived as prosocial. By contrast, for politically skilled employees, their frequency of voice 
behavior does not matter in supervisor prosocial motive attribution. Nonetheless, future research 
is needed to test the robustness of this reasoning of the unexpected positive relationship between 
employee voice behavior and supervisor prosocial motive attribution for less politically skilled 
employees. In addition, I found that employee political skills do not moderate the relationship 
between employee voice behavior and supervisor self-serving motive attribution, which is 
inconsistent with my original prediction. As the ICC (1) values indicated, there may be factors at 
the supervisor-level or organization-level that could explain the observed effect of political skills 
(Andrews, Kacmar, & Harris, 2009). Future research is needed to test this possibility. 
Fourth, I found that supervisor perceived instrumentality of implementing employee 
voice significantly moderates the effects of supervisor motive attributions on employee voice 
endorsement. The findings of this study revealed that supervisor perceived instrumentality is 
such a powerful force in affecting supervisor voice endorsement that it can nullify the effects of 
supervisor motive attributions on supervisor voice endorsement. Specifically, for the prosocial 
motive attribution path, I originally hypothesized that the positive effect of supervisor prosocial 
motive attribution on voice endorsement would be strengthened as supervisors perceive greater 
instrumentality. What I found is that when supervisors perceive greater instrumentality of 
implementing suggested changes, supervisor prosocial motive attribution plays no role in voice 
endorsement. However, when supervisors perceive lower instrumentality, supervisor prosocial 
motive attribution then comes into play in a positive manner. For the self-serving motive 
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attribution path, the findings supported the hypothesis that the negative effect of supervisor self-
serving motive attribution will be weakened as supervisor perceived instrumentality increases. In 
this study, I observed that the effect of supervisor self-serving motive attribution on voice 
endorsement changed from negative to null as supervisors perceived instrumentality increases. 
Taken together, the findings suggest that supervisor perceived greater instrumentality makes 
motive attributions (whether prosocial or self-serving) unimportant in affecting voice 
endorsement. That is, when supervisors perceive greater instrumentality, supervisors tend to 
endorse suggested changes voiced by employees regardless of employees’ motives. In contrast, 
when supervisors perceive lower instrumentality, supervisors are more likely to endorse 
employee voice perceived as more prosocial and less self-serving. Implications of these findings 
are discussed in the following paragraphs.  
Theoretical Implications 
Implications for the voice literature. This study contributes to the voice literature in two 
primary ways. First, as reviewed earlier, the majority of the extant voice literature focused on 
studying antecedents of employee voice behavior (e.g., Liu et al., 2010). Only a few studies 
examined the outcomes of employee voice behavior (e.g., Howell et al., 2015). Among the 
studies examining the outcomes of voice behavior, even fewer studies examined supervisor voice 
endorsement and voice implementation (Burris, 2012; Howell et al., 2015; Lam et al., 2018). 
This study not only examined the relationship between employee voice behavior and supervisor 
voice endorsement/implementation but also investigated psychological mediating mechanisms 
and their boundary conditions that can explain the relationship between employee voice behavior 
and supervisor voice endorsement/implementation. Thus, this study significantly contributes to 
the voice literature by introducing the sociopolitical perspective to better understand why 
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supervisors react differently to employee voice behavior. Future research may consider adopting 
the sociopolitical lens to examine the relationship between employee voice behavior and other 
potential outcomes such as employee career success as indicated by salary growth, number of 
promotions, and career satisfaction. In fact, in one study, scholars (Seibert, Kraimer, & Crant, 
2001) found that employee voice has a negative relationship with career success. I suggest that 
this study and its associated sociopolitical perspective may offer insights into the negative 
relationship between employee voice behavior and employee career progression. For example, 
future studies may examine the roles of supervisor motive attributions of employee voice 
behavior and supervisor perceived instrumentality of employee voice behavior in affecting the 
relationship between employee voice behavior and employee career success.   
Second, despite voice being conceptualized as a prosocial behavior (Van Dyne & LePine, 
1998), little research has examined whether voice behavior will be perceived as prosocial in the 
eyes of beholders. It is important to study how beholders, such as supervisors, make motive 
attributions for employee voice behavior. This is because supervisors’ motive attributions affect 
supervisors’ emotional and behavioral reactions to employees (Halbesleben et al., 2010; Weiner, 
1980), which have far-reaching effects on innovation processes (Janssen, 2003; Janssen et al., 
2004), employees’ future engagement in such behavior (Fast et al., 2014), and employees’ 
commitment (McClean et al., 2013). The findings showed that supervisors tend to make both 
prosocial and self-serving motive attributions for employee voice behavior (see Table 5: Model 1 
and 2). In other words, in the eyes of supervisors, employee voice is not a purely prosocial 
behavior. Also, past research has shown that supervisors are able to accurately detect their 
employees’ OCB motives (Donia et al., 2016). Thus, the findings of this study, along with past 
research, indirectly lent support to Morrison’s (2014) and Klaas et al.’s (2012) commentary 
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about the potential dual motives of employee voice behavior. Future research may consider 
directly examining whether employee voice behavior is driven by employee prosocial and self-
serving motives (i.e., employee self-reported motives) and if so, to what extent voice behavior is 
driven by both motives.  
Implications for the motive attribution literature. In the motive attribution literature, it 
has been widely assumed that supervisors tend to react more favorably to employee discretionary 
behavior when they attribute this behavior to a prosocial motive and react more negatively when 
they perceive this behavior as self-serving (Halbesleben et al., 2010; Weiner, 1980; Whiting et 
al., 2012). This study identified supervisors’ perceived instrumentality as a boundary condition 
which can neutralize the effects of supervisor motive attributions on their reactions towards 
employee voice behavior. The study findings illustrated that when supervisors perceive greater 
instrumentality of implementing employee suggestions, supervisors’ motive attributions for 
employee voice behavior, regardless of whether the motive attribution is prosocial or self-
serving, no longer play a role in affecting supervisor voice endorsement. In contrast, when 
supervisors perceive lower instrumentality, supervisor motive attributions matter in affecting 
supervisor voice endorsement. Specifically, supervisors are more likely to endorse voice 
behaviors perceived as more prosocial and less self-serving. Also, supervisors are more likely to 
endorse employees’ suggestions with higher instrumentality, relative to suggestions with lower 
instrumentality. The study findings extended motive attribution theory and the extant motive 
attribution literature by revealing a boundary condition under which the effects of motive 
attributions on attitudinal and behavioral outcomes can vary.  
In addition, this study helped confirm that prosocial and self-serving motive attributions 
are two distinct constructs instead of the two ends of one continuum. In prior research, there has 
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been a controversy over whether prosocial and self-serving motives are two distinct constructs or 
two ends of one continuum (e.g., Grant & Mayer, 2009). Recently, researchers have offered 
empirical evidence supporting the two motives (self-reported) as two independent constructs 
(Halbesleben et al., 2010; Rioux & Penner, 2001). This study further supports that the two 
motives are distinct constructs even in the eyes of beholders (other-reported).  
Practical Implications 
This study focused on uncovering the mediating and moderating mechanisms that 
underlie the relationship between employee voice behavior and supervisor voice 
endorsement/implementation. An understanding of these mechanisms has significant practical 
implications. In the following paragraphs, I highlight the key findings and discuss their 
implications for employees and organizations. 
First, I found that supervisor motive attributions for employee voice behavior, 
particularly the prosocial motive attribution, play an important role in explaining why 
supervisors will endorse and in turn implement employees’ suggested changes. As informed by 
the study findings that supervisor prosocial motive attribution is positively associated with 
supervisor voice endorsement, for employees who intend to share ideas and suggestions with 
supervisors, they need to make their supervisors feel their voice behaviors are prosocially driven 
in order to get endorsed by supervisors. For example, employees can highlight to their 
supervisors how their ideas or solutions can benefit others and the organization. For 
organizations, they may also find it beneficial to enhance employee prosocial motivation. As the 
findings showed, supervisors are more likely to endorse prosocially motivated voice (see Model 
5 in Table 5). Being perceived as prosocial, employees will be more likely to get their ideas 
endorsed and less likely to feel discouraged to offer new ideas to improve the organization. 
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Given that researchers have observed that supervisors are able to detect employees’ motives 
underlying their discretionary behaviors (Donia et al. 2016), it may be helpful for employees to 
promote their prosocial motivation. The extant literature has provided some recommendations to 
enhance employee prosocial motivation (e.g., Grant, 2007). In particular, Grant (2007) suggested 
that employee prosocial motivation can be enhanced by intervening on two relational job 
features: job impact on beneficiaries and opportunities to make contact with the beneficiaries. 
Organizations may consider creating these two relational job features in order to improve 
employee prosocial motivation.   
Second, I found that supervisor perceived instrumentality of implementing employee 
voice plays a very critical role in affecting supervisor endorsement of employee voice. In 
particular, I found that supervisor perceived instrumentality of implementing employee voice can 
render supervisor motive attributions for employee voice behavior less important. Therefore, 
regardless of supervisors’ motive attributions for voice, employees should consider enhancing 
instrumentality of their suggested ideas to their supervisors in order to get their suggested 
changes endorsed and implemented. For example, employees could highlight how their ideas can 
meet their supervisors’ priorities and address their concerns (Ashford & Detert, 2015). For 
organizations, they need to incentivize their supervisors to implement employee ideas to 
continuously improve work processes, products, and services. Otherwise, supervisors may not be 
motivated to expend time, energy, and resources to change the status quo and implement ideas 
offered by employees. That could be a potential loss to organizations because employees are in 
the frontlines to observe problems and opportunities, and hence their ideas are an important 
source of the continuous improvement and competitive advantages of organizations (Burris & 
Detert, 2007; Morrison & Milliken, 2000). 
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Third, I found that supervisor voice endorsement is a precursor to voice implementation 
in organizations. Therefore, for employees who seek to get their ideas implemented in their 
organizations, it is important for employees to obtain endorsement from their direct supervisors. 
This study finding supported the critical linking pin function of supervisors (Burris & Trevino, 
2010). Hence, organizations should be careful in appointing members to supervising positions 
because supervisors can significantly affect the flow of employee ideas into the actual 
implementation in the organization as shown in this study. In this regards, organizations focusing 
on continuous improvement may seek to appoint or otherwise train supervisors to be more open 
to and more appreciative of employee voice behavior (Burris & Detert, 2007). 
Limitations and Directions for Future Research 
This study has limitations that future research needs to address. First, all the studied 
variables in this study are perceptual in nature as they are either reported by employees or their 
supervisors. Therefore, common method bias may be a concern for this study. However, 
common method bias may not be a serious issue in this study for two reasons: (1) following 
Podsakoff and colleagues’ (2003) recommendations, I used a multi-source and time-lagged 
design to reduce the concerns over common method bias, and (2) researchers have shown that 
significant interaction effects could not be an artifact of common method bias (Siemsen, Roth, & 
Oliveira, 2010). Therefore, the significant interaction effects found in this study cannot be 
attributed to common method bias. Nonetheless, future research should consider using objective 
measures for some of the variables such as voice implementation. For example, if organizations 
have systems thoroughly recording how many solutions offered by employees have been put into 
practice, it will be truly helpful to use such a more objective measure of voice implementation. 
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Second, although the adoption of a one-month time lag design is consistent with recent 
studies in the voice literature (Howell et al., 2015; Li et al., 2017; Liang et al., 2012), future 
studies may want to use a longer time lag between surveys than the one-month interval. Indeed, 
for some of the ideas employees suggested, it may take a longer time period for supervisors to 
realize the potential value of these ideas and to further mobilize resources to implement them. 
Nonetheless, in the two available studies on implementation of employee ideas, Baer (2012) used 
a one-time cross-sectional design, whereas Lu, Bartol, Venkataramani, Zheng, and Liu (2019) 
adopted a one-month time lag as this study did. Future studies may consider extending those 
studies and this study to conduct longitudinal tracking of the implementation of employee voiced 
ideas, which may allow researchers to map the typical time lag from idea voicing to idea 
implementation and thus may offer guiding information for future research on voice 
implementation.  
Third, several theorists have called for attention to the role of contexts (from national 
cultures to occupational and task contexts) in management theorizing, and in particular to 
examining how these contextual factors may affect research findings (Jackson & Schuler, 1995; 
Johns, 2017, 2018; Porter & Schneider, 2014). Future research therefore may explore various 
contextual features of the study sample that may affect the research findings reported in this 
study. A first contextual factor to consider for future research is the cultural context where the 
study is embedded. This study was conducted in China, and hence the generalizability of the 
study findings to countries with different cultures remains an open question. Future cross-
cultural comparison studies are needed. According to Hofstede’s (2001) global comparative data, 
China scores at the high end of the power distance continuum. Power distance refers to the extent 
to which individuals in a society expect and accept that power is distributed unequally (Hofstede, 
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2001). Given voice is voluntary and challenging in nature, employees may be generally more 
reluctant to speak up or to suggest new ideas in Chinese organizations. As a result, the level of 
employee voice frequency might be lower compared with the level of employee voice frequency 
in countries with low power distance, which future cross-cultural research needs to explore.  
In addition, another consequence of high power distance culture might be that employees 
in high power-distance culture may engage in more frequent self-censoring of ideas and only 
share ideas if they truly believe they have good ideas that deserve supervisors’ attention in order 
to avoid negative repercussion or losing face (Detert & Edmondson, 2011; Williams, 2002). Self-
censoring means that employees withhold ideas that are “infeasible, ineffective or strange” 
(Williams, 2002, p. 496). This may also help partly explain why employees lacking political 
skills receive higher supervisor prosocial motive attribution when they share more improvement-
oriented ideas than when they offer few improvement-oriented ideas. That is, in a high power-
distance culture such as in China, these employees who lack political skills may be especially 
cautious in speaking up. As such, they may only offer ideas when they think their ideas really 
deserve their supervisors’ attention. Consequently, supervisors will likely give them higher 
ratings of prosocial motive attribution when they speak up. Of course, when they seldom offer 
improvement-oriented ideas voluntarily, their supervisors are unlikely to make a prosocial 
motive attribution due to their lack of voice behavior and voluntary involvement in improving 
the organization. After all, in order to be perceived as prosocial, employees need to demonstrate 
active, voluntary efforts to sharing ideas and suggestions that could help supervisors or 
organizations.  
A second contextual factor that may affect the findings is the occupational and task 
contexts of employees and their supervisors. The sample in this study consists of frontline 
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employees and their immediate supervisors who are operating in various task domains from 
multiple organizations. Like most of the studies in the management field (for review, see Johns, 
2018), my theorizing and sampling was not tailored to specific occupations/task domains (e.g., 
clerical tasks, R&D, or sales etc.). Since theorists (Jackson & Schuler, 1995; Johns, 2017, 2018; 
Porter & Schneider, 2014) have noted the need to take study contexts into account when 
theorizing and hypothesis testing, future research may extend my study to collect data from 
specific occupations (e.g., R&D versus routine, clerical tasks). As such, future research can 
directly incorporate the contextual task features into theorizing and empirically examine whether 
different occupations or task domains will affect the supervisor attribution processes for 
employee voice behavior. Such research direction is important as it will enable scholars to offer 
more contextualized recommendations for organizations and their employees (Jackson & 
Schuler, 1995; Johns, 2018). 
A third contextual factor that future research should consider is the dyadic relational 
context of employees and their supervisors. The relational demography literature (Tsui & 
O’Reilly III, 1989), for example, has looked at the effects of similarity and dissimilarity in 
demographic variables in a supervisor-subordinate dyad on their attitudes and social interaction 
patterns. In their original study on relational demography, Tsui and O’Really III (1989) found 
that gender similarity is the only relational demography factor that has consistent and significant 
effects on all their studied outcome variables. But later studies found inconsistent effects of 
relational demography including gender similarity/dissimilarity (for review, see Riordan, 2000).  
Given that I have the gender information of both supervisors and employees in the 
dataset, I have conducted additional analyses to examine the possible effects of dyadic gender 
similarity on the studied mediators and dependent variables. Similar to the mixed findings 
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reported in the existing literature (Riordan, 2000), I did not find significant effects of dyadic 
gender similarity in my study. Specifically, I found that the effects of dyadic gender similarity on 
supervisor prosocial motive attribution was γ = -0.11, p = .11; on supervisor self-serving motive 
attribution was γ = -0.02, p = .90; on supervisor voice endorsement was γ = -0.04, p = .64; and 
on supervisor implementation of voice was γ = -0.25, p = .10. Further, the results of this study 
remained the same after incorporating dyadic gender similarity. The nonsignificant effects of 
dyadic gender similarity are also consistent with a few recent studies on gender similarity 
(Tepper, Moss, & Duffy, 2011; Zhang, Wang, & Shi, 2012). In explaining the nonsignificant 
effects of gender similarity, these scholars suggested that the effects of dyadic gender similarity 
may play a prominent role in newly formed teams or newly formed supervisor-subordinate dyads 
where they haven’t developed a good understanding of each other. Future research may consider 
directly examining how relational demography affects voice dynamics in newly formed 
supervisor-subordinate dyads. For example, scholars may track fresh graduates and examine how 
their gender similarity/dissimilarity with their supervisor affects their voice behavior as well as 
their supervisor’s reaction to their voice.     
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Table 1. Voice Behavior Definitions 
Voice in Various 
Literatures 
Study Definition Key Attributes  Selected 
Empirical Studies 
Measure 
Labor Relation Hirschman 
(1970) 
Voice: “… any attempt at all 
to change, rather than to 
escape from, an objectionable 
state of affairs, whether 
through individual or 
collective petition to the 
management directly in 
charge, through appeal to a 
higher authority with intention 
of forcing a change in 
management, or through 
various types of actions or 
protests, including those that 
are meant to mobilize public 
opinion” (p. 30) 
Individual or collective 
change-oriented 
behaviors, including 
making suggestions to 
change, filing grievance 
(through a formal 
system), and whistle-
blowing, etc. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Farrell (1983); 
Rusbult et al. 
(1988); Trunley et 
al. (1999); Withey 
& Cooper (1989) 
Sample items: 
1. … goes to the 
supervisor to 
discuss the 
problem…  
2. … solves the 
problem by 
making 
suggestions … 
3. … contacts an 
outside agency 
(e.g., union) to get 
help.  
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Voice in Various 
Literatures 
Study Definition Key Attributes  Selected 
Empirical Studies 
Measure 
Labor Relation Gordan (1988) Active & Construct Voice: 
“behaviors include making 
suggestions, bolsterism 
(supporting the status quo), 
and principled dissent” (p. 
285) 
 
Active & Destructive Voice: 
“behaviors include verbal 
aggression, bad-mouthing, and 
antagonistic exit (p. 285) 
 
Passive & Constructive 
Voice: “behaviors include 
nonverbal support, 
compliance, and cooperation 
(p. 258) 
 
Passive & Destructive Voice: 
“behaviors include apathy, 
calculated silence, and 
withdrawal (p. 285) 
 
Expressing opinions 
either supporting the 
change or supporting the 
status quo  
 
 
 
Deviant or 
counterproductive 
behavior 
 
 
Being compliant and 
cooperative  
 
 
 
 
Withdrawal behavior, 
silence 
N.A. N.A. 
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Voice in Various 
Literatures 
Study Definition Key Attributes  Selected 
Empirical Studies 
Measure 
Labor Relation McCabe & Lewin 
(1992) 
 
 
 
 
 
Voice: “involves the 
expression by employees to 
management of their 
complains in a work-related 
context”, and also “involves 
the participation of employees 
in the decision-making 
processes of business 
organizations” (p. 112) 
Complaints and 
participation 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
N.A. 
 
 
 
 
N.A. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Labor Relation, 
Procedural Justice 
Brockner et al. 
(1998) 
Voice: “define employee voice 
as any type of mechanism, 
structure or practice, which 
provides an employee with an 
opportunity to express an 
opinion or participate in 
decision-making within their 
organization” (p. 396) 
Employee participation, 
engagement, 
empowerment 
Brockner et al. 
(1998); Lavelle et 
al. (2010); Pyman 
et al. (2006) 
Sample items: 
Before … decision is 
announced 
1. How much 
opportunity did 
you have to 
persuade 
management to do 
(or not to do) …? 
2. To what extent did 
you have the 
opportunity to 
express your 
viewpoints to 
management? 
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Voice in Various 
Literatures 
Study Definition Key Attributes  Selected 
Empirical Studies 
Measure 
Organizational 
Behavior 
Van Dyne & 
LePine (1998) 
Voice: “promotive behavior 
that emphasizes the expression 
of constructive challenge 
intended to improve rather 
than merely criticize” (p. 109) 
 
 
Discretionary, 
suggestion-based, 
challenging the status 
quo, aiming for 
improvement 
This is the 
prevalent 
conceptualization 
of voice adopted 
by most of voice 
studies in the field 
of organizational 
behavior. For 
example, Burris 
(2012); Fast et al. 
(2014); Howell et 
al., (2015), etc.  
Sample items: 
1. … develops and 
makes 
recommendations 
concerning issues 
that affect this 
work group. 
2. … keeps well 
informed about 
issues where 
his/her opinion 
might be useful. 
3. … speaks up with 
ideas for new 
projects or changes 
in the current 
procedures.  
Organizational 
Behavior 
Burris (2012) Challenging voice: a 
proactive behavior “speaking 
up in ways intended to alter, 
modify, or destabilize 
generally accepted sets of 
practices, policies or strategic 
directions that make up the 
status quo…” (p. 852) 
 
Supportive voice: a reactive 
behavior “intended to stabilize 
or preserve existing 
organizational policies or 
practices” (p. 853) 
Challenging voice: 
equivalent to voice 
defined by Van Dyne & 
LePine (1998) 
 
 
 
 
 
Supportive voice: 
supportive to the status 
quo and defend against 
any criticism or challenge 
to the status quo  
N.A. Burris revised Van Dyne 
& LePine’s (1998) 6-item 
measure, and grouped the 
revised items into two 3-
item measures 
representing challenging 
and supportive voice 
respectively:  
  
Sample items of 
challenging voice: 
1. I give suggestions 
to my District 
Manager about 
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Voice in Various 
Literatures 
Study Definition Key Attributes  Selected 
Empirical Studies 
Measure 
 how to make this 
restaurant better… 
2. I speak up to my 
District Manager 
with ideas to 
address 
employees’ needs 
and concerns.  
 
Sample items of 
supportive voice: 
1. I keep well-
informed about 
issues where my 
opinion might be 
helpful. 
2. I speak up and 
encourage others 
to get involved in 
issues that affect 
this organization.   
Organizational 
Behavior 
Liang et al. 
(2012) 
Promotive voice: “employees’ 
expression of new ideas or 
suggestions for improving the 
overall functioning of their 
work unit or organization” (p. 
75) 
 
 
 
 
Promotive voice defined 
by Liang et al. (2012) is 
equivalent to voice 
defined by Van Dyne & 
LePine (1998) 
 
 
 
 
 
Hsiung & Tsai 
(2017); Kakkar et 
al. (2016); Ward et 
al. (2016); Wei et 
al. (2015) 
Sample items: 
Promotive voice: 
1. …raises 
suggestions to 
improve the unit’s 
working 
procedure. 
2. … makes 
constructive 
suggestions to 
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Voice in Various 
Literatures 
Study Definition Key Attributes  Selected 
Empirical Studies 
Measure 
 
 
 
 
Prohibitive voice: 
“employees’ expression of 
concern about work practices, 
incidents, or employee 
behavior that are harmful to 
their organization” (p. 75) 
 
 
 
 
Prohibitive voice with a 
focus on pointing out the 
past or current errors or 
problems, preventing 
problematic initiatives 
from being implemented, 
not suggestion-based 
towards a future ideal 
state 
improve the unit’s 
operation. 
 
 
Prohibitive voice: 
1. … speaks up 
honestly with 
problems that 
might cause 
serious loss the 
work unit. 
2. … reports 
coordination 
problems in the 
workplace. 
Organizational 
Behavior 
Maynes & 
Podsakoff (2014) 
Supportive voice: “… the 
voluntary expression of 
support for worthwhile work-
related policies and 
procedures, or speaking out in 
defense of these same things 
when they are being unfairly 
criticized” (p. 5) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Supportive voice: highly 
supportive to the status 
quo and defend against 
any criticism or challenge 
to the status quo  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
N.A. Sample items:  
Supportive voice: 
1. … defends 
organizational 
programs when 
others unfairly 
criticize.  
2. … speaks up in 
support of 
organizational 
policies that have 
merit when others 
raise unjustified 
concerns about the 
policies. 
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Voice in Various 
Literatures 
Study Definition Key Attributes  Selected 
Empirical Studies 
Measure 
Constructive voice: “… the 
voluntary expression of ideas, 
information, or opinions 
focused on effecting 
organizationally functional 
change to the work context” 
(p. 5) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Defensive voice: “… the 
voluntary expression of 
opposition to changing an 
organization’s policies, … 
even when the proposed 
changes have merit or making 
changes is necessary” (p. 5) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Destructive voice: “… the 
voluntary expression of 
hurtful, critical, or debasing 
Constructive voice 
defined by Maynes & 
Podsakoff. (2014) is 
equivalent to voice 
defined by Van Dyne & 
LePine (1998) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Defensive voice: resistant 
to any change regardless 
of its necessity 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Destructive voice: merely 
criticism or complain 
without any 
Constructive voice: 
1. … makes 
suggestions about 
how to do things in 
new or more 
effective ways at 
work. 
2. … often suggests 
changes to work 
projects in order to 
make them better. 
 
 
 
Defensive voice: 
1. … speaks out 
against changing 
work policies, 
even when making 
changes would be 
for the best. 
2. … argues against 
changing work 
methods even 
when the proposed 
changes have 
merit.  
 
Destructive voice: 
1. … bad-mouths the 
organization’s 
111 
 
 
 
Voice in Various 
Literatures 
Study Definition Key Attributes  Selected 
Empirical Studies 
Measure 
opinions regarding work 
policies …” 
Support/loyalty or 
suggestion for 
improvement 
policies or 
objectives.  
2. … makes insulting 
comments about 
work-related 
programs or 
initiatives.  
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Table 2. Voice Behavior Studies in Chronological Order1 
Year Author(s) DV(s) IV(s) Mediator(s) Moderator(s) 
1998 LePine & Van 
Dyne 
Employee voice to peer Person (i.e., employee 
satisfaction with the 
group, self-efficacy)  
N.A. Situation (group size, 
management style) 
2001 LePine & Van 
Dyne 
Employee challenging 
and change-oriented 
communication (i.e., 
voice) and cooperative 
communication, 
employee task 
performance 
Big Five personality, 
general mental ability 
(GMA) 
N.A. N.A. 
2001 Seibert et al. Career success (i.e., 
salary progression, 
promotion, career 
satisfaction) 
Proactive personality Voice, innovation, 
political knowledge, 
career initiative 
N.A. 
2007 Detert & Burris Employee voice to 
supervisor 
Transformational 
leadership, managerial 
openness 
Employee psychological 
safety 
Employee performance 
evaluation 
2007 Fuller et al. Employee voice to 
supervisor, employee 
promotability  
Employee self-
monitoring 
 
 
 
 
N.A. Employee past job 
performance as 
moderator when voice is 
DV while employee 
voice to supervisor as 
moderator when 
                                                             
1 Most voice research in the field of organizational behavior has used Van Dyne and LePine’s (1998) conceptualization of voice behavior. However, Hsiung and 
Tsai (2017), McClean, Martin and Emich (2017), Kakkar, Tangirala, and Srivastava (2016), Wei, Zhang, and Chen (2015), Ward, Ravlin, Klaas, Ployhart, and 
Buchan (2015), and Li, Liang, and Farh (2018) used Liang, Farh, and Farh’s (2012) expanded conceptualization which includes promotive and prohibitive voice 
behaviors.  
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Year Author(s) DV(s) IV(s) Mediator(s) Moderator(s) 
 
 
employee promotability 
is DV  
2008 Burris et al. Employee voice to 
supervisor 
LMX and abusive 
supervision  
Employee psychological 
attachment and 
detachment 
N.A. 
2008 Tangirala & 
Ramanujam 
Employee voice to 
supervisor 
Employee personal 
control 
Employee voice role 
conceptualization 
Employee organizational 
identification 
2008 Van Dyne et al. Employee helping and 
voice  
LMX N.A. Employee voice and 
helping role expectation 
 
 
2009 Grant et al. Employee performance 
evaluation rated by 
supervisors 
Employee proactive 
behaviors (i.e., voice, 
helping, taking charge, 
issue selling) 
N.A. Employee self-reported 
prosocial motive and 
negative affect 
2009 Grant & Mayer Employee extra-role 
behavior (i.e., helping, 
courtesy, voice) 
Employee self-reported 
prosocial motive  
N.A. Employee self-reported 
impression management 
motive 
2009 Botero & Van 
Dyne 
Employee voice LMX N.A. Employees’ beliefs of 
power distance 
2009 Walumbwa & 
Schaubroeck 
Employee voice to 
supervisor 
Leader Big Five 
personality, ethical 
leadership 
Employee psychological 
safety  
N.A. 
2010 Detert & Trevino 
(qualitative study) 
Employee voice to 
immediate supervisor and 
skip-level leaders 
Employee perceived 
safety and futility 
associated with voice, 
employee perceived 
N.A. N.A. 
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Year Author(s) DV(s) IV(s) Mediator(s) Moderator(s) 
influence and authority 
of the voice target 
2010 Liu et al. Employee voice to leader 
and coworker 
transformational 
leadership 
Employee identification 
with the organization,  
employee identification 
with the leader 
N.A. 
2010 Venkataramani & 
Tangirala 
Employee voice to 
supervisor 
Employee workflow 
centrality (i.e., the extent 
to which an employee is 
critical to task-related 
interaction within the 
work group ) 
Employee personal 
influence 
Employee performance 
evaluation, employee 
workgroup identification 
2011 Morrison et al. Employee voice to 
supervisor 
Employee identification 
and satisfaction with the 
work group 
N.A. Work group’s voice 
climate 
2012 Burris Employee performance 
evaluation and 
supervisory voice 
endorsement  
Employee self-reported 
supportive voice and 
challenging voice to 
supervisor 
Leader perceived loyalty 
and threat 
N.A. 
2012 Liang et al. Employee promotive and 
prohibitive voice to 
supervisor 
Employee psychological 
safety, employee felt 
obligation for 
constructive change, 
employee organization-
based self-esteem 
N.A. N.A. 
2012 Tangirala & 
Ramanujam 
Employee voice to 
supervisor 
Leader consultation 
behavior 
Employee personal 
influence 
Leader status, employee 
self-efficacy, employee 
overall job satisfaction 
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Year Author(s) DV(s) IV(s) Mediator(s) Moderator(s) 
2012 Walumbwa et al. Group in-role 
performance 
Leader ethical leadership Group conscientiousness, 
group voice 
N.A. 
2012 Whiting et al. Employee performance 
evaluation 
Message (whether 
employees provide a 
solution when they voice, 
how the voice is framed: 
positive or negative), 
source (employee 
expertise and 
trustworthiness), context 
(voice timing, 
organizational norms) 
Leader liking for the 
employee, leader 
perceived prosocial 
motive and 
constructiveness  
N.A. 
2013 Burris et al. Employee performance 
evaluation and 
involuntary turnover 
LMX, employee voice 
rated by employee and 
supervisor respectively 
(i.e., agreement of 
employee voice) 
Employee performance 
evaluation 
N.A. 
2013 Detert et al. Supervisor-rated unit 
performance 
Flow of voice (i.e., voice 
to leader or coworker) 
Employee psychological 
safety 
N.A. 
2013 Liu et al. Employee voice to 
supervisor 
Supervisors’ 
transformational 
leadership 
N.A. Employees’ belief of 
power distance, 
hierarchical distance 
between employees and 
their supervisors  
2013 Liu et al. Employee voice to 
supervisor and skip-level 
leader 
LMX N.A. LLX (exchange between 
direct leader and the 
skip-level leader), SMX 
(exchange between 
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Year Author(s) DV(s) IV(s) Mediator(s) Moderator(s) 
employee and the skip-
level leader) 
2013 McClean et al. Employee turnover at the 
unit level 
Employee voice to 
supervisor at the unit 
level by aggregation 
N.A. Manager access to 
organizational resources, 
manager participation in 
decision making, team 
change orientation 
2013 Tangirala et al. Employee voice to 
supervisor 
Employee duty 
orientation and 
achievement orientation 
Employee voice role 
conceptualization 
Employee felt efficacy of 
voice 
2014 Fast et al. Employee voice to 
supervisor  
Leader managerial self-
efficacy 
Leader ego threat, leader 
aversion to voice 
N.A. 
2015 Frazier & Bowler Group performance Group perceptions of 
supervisor undermining 
Group voice climate, 
group voice behavior 
 
2015 Howell et al. Employee performance 
evaluation 
Employee voice to 
supervisor 
Supervisory voice 
recognition 
Employee ascribed status 
(ethnicity, gender), 
assigned status (tenure) 
and achieved status 
(advice hub) 
2015 Janssen & Gao Employee voice to 
supervisor 
Supervisory 
responsiveness 
Employee status Employee self-efficacy 
for voice 
2015 Li & Sun Employee voice 
supervisor 
Skip-level leaders’ 
authoritarian leadership 
Direct supervisors’ 
authoritarian leadership 
Direct supervisors’ 
identification with skip-
level leaders, employees’ 
power distance 
orientation 
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Year Author(s) DV(s) IV(s) Mediator(s) Moderator(s) 
2015 Lin & Johnson Employee promotive and 
prohibitive voice at a 
later time point 
Employee regulatory 
focus (promotion vs. 
prevention focus) 
Employee promotive and 
prohibitive voice at an 
earlier time point; 
employee depletion 
N.A. 
2015 Liu et al. Employee voice to 
supervisor 
Voice target’s positive 
mood (leader, coworker) 
Employee psychological 
safety 
LMX, CMX, relative 
status between voicer and 
voice target 
2015 Ng & Feldman 
(meta-analysis) 
Employee in-role 
performance, creativity 
performance, employee 
self-rated implementation 
of their voice 
Job-, interpersonal 
relationship-, 
organization-related 
stressors 
Employee voice Source of rating (i.e., 
self-rating of voice vs. 
other-rating of voice), 
countries (eastern vs. 
western countries)  
2015 Wei et al. Employee promotive 
voice and prohibitive 
voice 
Leader power distance, 
employee perceived 
superficial harmony 
Employee perceived 
efficacy and risk of 
promotive and 
prohibitive voice 
Leader delegation 
behavior, group voice 
climate  
2016 Kakkar et al. Employee promotive 
voice and prohibitive 
voice 
Employee approach 
motivation and avoidance 
motivation 
N.A. Employee voice role 
expectation 
2016 Kong et al. Employee promotive and 
prohibitive voice 
Employee need for 
affiliation 
LMX Group cohesion 
2016 Ward et al. Employee promotive 
voice and prohibitive 
voice 
Contextual 
communication 
orientation 
N.A. LMX 
2017 Aryee et al. Employee voice to 
supervisor  
Employee core self-
evaluation 
Employee personal 
control, employee 
approach motivation, 
Employee perceived 
procedural justice 
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Year Author(s) DV(s) IV(s) Mediator(s) Moderator(s) 
employee avoidance 
motivation 
2017 Chamberlin et al. 
(meta-analysis) 
Employee job 
performance 
Employee dispositions 
(i.e., big five, CSE, 
PANA), employee job 
attitudes (e.g., job 
satisfaction, 
organizational 
commitment), employee 
emotions and beliefs 
(e.g., psychological 
safety, futility, fear), 
leadership (e.g., 
transformational 
leadership, LMX, 
abusive supervision), 
contextual factors (e.g., 
workplace stress and 
climate) 
Employee voice  Sample population, job 
type, source of rating 
2017 Hsiung & Tsai Employee promotive 
voice and prohibitive 
voice  
Leader power distance 
orientation 
N.A. Employee activated 
negative mood, group 
voice climate 
2017 Burris et al. Managerial assessment of 
the value of voice (i.e., 
voice endorsement) 
Employee identification 
with the work unit; 
employee identification 
with the profession 
Voice content (three 
dimensions: 1. the 
importance of initiating 
change, 2. the required 
resources to enact the 
desired change, and 3. 
the interdependencies 
N.A. 
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Year Author(s) DV(s) IV(s) Mediator(s) Moderator(s) 
involved in implementing 
the desired change) 
2017 McClean et al. Employee promotive and 
prohibitive voice 
Employees’ leadership 
emergence 
Employee status Employee gender 
2017 Liu et al. Employee voice Leader affect self-
reported by leaders 
Employees’ 
psychological safety, 
employee-reported leader 
affect, employee self-
reported affect  
Employee reported LMX 
2017 Li et al. Team productivity 
performance gains, team 
safety performance gains 
Team prohibitive and 
promotive voice 
Team innovation, team 
monitoring 
N.A. 
2018 Farh & Chen Employee voice Leader supportive 
behavior, coaching 
behavior, and directing 
behavior 
N.A. Employees’ familiarity 
with one another in teams 
2018 Jiang et al. Employee voice Employee critical 
thinking, leader 
inspirational motivation 
Employee voice efficacy N.A. 
2018 Li et al. Employee promotive and 
prohibitive voice 
Employee perceived 
organizational politics 
Employee psychological 
uncertainty 
Job autonomy, job 
security 
2018 Lam et al. Supervisors’ voice 
endorsement 
Employee voice N.A. Voicers’ credibility and 
politeness 
2018 Huang et al. Supervisor-rated 
promotability and 
performance for 
employees 
Employee promotive and 
prohibitive voice 
behavior 
Supervisor perceived 
constructiveness of 
employee voice 
LMX 
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Table 3. Descriptive Statistics and Bivariate Correlations 
Note. N = 291. ** p < .01. SD = standard deviation. Reliability coefficients appear in bold italic along the diagonal. LMX = leader-member 
exchange relationship.
  M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 Loyalty 5.43 1.02 .92         
2 LMX 3.82 0.69 .50** .90        
3 Voice  3.06 0.94 .53** .27** .85       
4 Political skill 4.62 1.03 .46** .39** .46** .95      
5 Prosocial motive attribution 5.30 1.14 .42** .30** .33** .25** .91     
6 Self-serving motive attribution 4.16 1.30 .03 .08 .11 .27** .02 .91    
7 Perceived Instrumentality 4.67 0.81 .26** .09 .30** .18** .35** -.09 .87   
8 Endorsement  3.61 0.73 .29** .08 .37** .19** .37** -.08 .65** .93  
9 Implementation 4.49 1.53 .31** .12* .37** .13* .43** -.09 .55** .64** .97 
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Table 4. Comparisons of Measurement Models of Studied Variables 
Model Description χ2 df CFI TLI RMSEA Δ χ2(df) 
1 Hypothesized seven-factor model 448.47 254 .97 .96 .05 Baseline 
2 Six-factor model (endorsement and implementation 
were combined) 
1126.41 260 .86 .84 .11 677.94 (6)** 
3 Five-factor model (endorsement, implementation, 
and instrumentality were combined) 
1471.01 265 .81 .79 .13 1022.54 (11)** 
4 Four-factor model (endorsement, implementation, 
and instrumentality were combined; motive 
attributions were combined) 
2637.24 269 .63 .59 .17 2188.77 (15)** 
5 Three-factor model (endorsement, implementation, 
instrumentality, motive attributions were combined) 
3421.90 272 .51 .46 .20 2973.43 (18)** 
6 Two-factor model (Supervisor-rated versus employee 
rated) 
3708.64 274 .46 .41 .21 3260.17 (20)** 
7 One-factor model 4351.22 275 .36 .30 .23 3902.75 (21)** 
Note. N = 291; ** p < .01. The hypothesized seven-factor model served as the baseline model. All alternative models were compared 
with it. CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker–Lewis index; RMSEA = Root mean squared error of approximation. 
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Table 5. HLM Analyses for Hypothesis Testing 
 
Variables 
Model-1: 
Prosocial 
motive 
attribution 
Model-2: 
Self-serving 
motive 
attribution 
Model-3:  
Prosocial 
motive 
attribution 
Model-4:  
Self-serving 
motive 
attribution 
Model-5: 
Voice 
Endorsement 
Mode-6:  
Voice 
Endorsement 
Model-7:  
Voice 
Implementation 
Fixed Effects 
Intercept 5.26 (0.11)** 4.26 (0.17)** 5.34 (0.11)** 4.28 (0.17)** 3.62 (0.08)** 3.63 (0.08)** 4.51 (0.12) 
Loyalty 0.21 (0.08)** -0.11(0.08) 0.20 (0.08)* -0.11 (0.08) 0.09 (0.05) 0.02 (0.04) 0.13 (0.08) 
LMX 0.19 (0.10) 0.08 (0.11) 0.19 (0.10) 0.08 (0.11) -0.00 (0.07) -0.02 (0.05) 0.15 (0.12) 
        
Voice 0.20 (0.08)** 0.22 (0.08)** 0.18 (0.07)* 0.21 (0.08)**    
Political skill 0.06 (0.07) 0.22 (0.07)** 0.10 (0.07) 0.23 (0.07)**    
Voice × 
Political skill 
  -0.16 (0.06)** -0.04 (0.06)    
        
Prosocial 
motive 
attribution 
    0.19 (0.04)** 0.05 (0.03)  
Self-serving 
motive 
attribution 
    -0.04 (0.03) -0.01 (0.03)  
Instrumentality       0.58 (0.04)**  
Prosocial 
motive 
attribution × 
Instrumentality 
     -0.06 (0.03)*  
Self-serving 
motive 
attribution × 
Instrumentality 
     0.08 (0.03)**  
        
Voice 
Endorsement  
      1.16 (0.10)** 
Random Effects 
Variance (Level 
3 intercept) 
0.068 0.176 0.059 0.181 0.049 0.047 0.086 
Variance (Level 
2 intercept) 
0.292 0.818 0.283 0.814 0.045 0.086 0.209 
Variance (Level 
1 residual) 
0.690 0.595 0.673 0.594 0.355 0.164 1.084 
Δ Pseudo R2 0.019 0.070 0.330 0.000 0.097 0.051 0.383 
Deviance 805.48 844.49 797.42 843.97 568.65 405.99 902.13 
Note. N = 291. * p < .05; ** p < .01. Table entries represent unstandardized parameter 
estimates with standard errors in parentheses. The model 1, 2, and 5 list the main 
effects. 
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Table 6. Moderated Mediation Effects of Prosocial Motive Attribution in the Relationship between Employee Voice and Supervisor 
Voice Endorsement/Voice Implementation at Conditional Values of Political Skill and Perceived Instrumentality 
Note. N = 291. I bootstrapped 2500 times to calculate the bias-corrected 95% confidence interval (CI).  
 
 
 
Moderator variables   Effects  
Political 
skill 
    Perceived 
instrumentality  
  
Conditional indirect effects on  
Voice Endorsement 
[Bias-corrected 95% CI] 
Conditional indirect effects on  
Voice Implementation 
[Bias-corrected 95% CI] 
Low Low   0.036 [0.014,   0.067] 0.042 [0.017, 0.079] 
Low High   0.000 [-0.013, 0.032] 0.001 [-0.013, 0.038] 
High Low   0.002 [-0.021, 0.027] 0.002 [-0.028, 0.026] 
High High   0.000 [-0.007, 0.016] 0.000 [-0.008, 0.016] 
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Table 7. Moderated Mediation Effects of Self-Serving Motive Attribution in the Relationship between Employee Voice and 
Supervisor Voice Endorsement/Voice Implementation at Conditional Values of Perceived Instrumentality 
Note. N = 291. I bootstrapped 2500 times to calculate the bias-corrected 95% confidence interval (CI).  
    Perceived instrumentality    Conditional indirect effects on  
Voice Endorsement 
[Bias-corrected 95% CI] 
Conditional indirect effects on  
Voice Implementation 
[Bias-corrected 95% CI] 
Low   -0.018 [-0.038,   -0.068] -0.020 [-0.039, -0.008] 
High   0.012 [0.001, 0.037] 0.014 [0.002, 0.038] 
125 
 
 
 
Figure 1. The Conceptual Model 
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Figure 2. Political skill as a moderator of the relationship between employee voice and 
supervisor prosocial motive attribution 
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Figure 3. Perceived Instrumentality as a moderator of the relationship between supervisor 
prosocial motive attribution and supervisor endorsement of employee ideas 
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Figure 4. Perceived Instrumentality as a moderator of the relationship between supervisor self-
serving motive attribution and supervisor endorsement of employee ideas 
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Figure 5. The Research Model with Path Coefficients 
 
 
Voice Implementation 
Frequency of 
Employee Voice 
Supervisor Prosocial 
Motive Attribution for 
Employee Voice 
Supervisor Self-serving 
Motive Attribution for 
Employee Voice 
Supervisor Voice 
Endorsement 
Supervisor Perceived Instrumentality of 
Implementing Employee Voice 
Employee             
Political Skills 
H5: 1.16** 
H1: -0.16** 
H2: -0.04, ns H3: -0.06* H4: 0.08** 
130 
 
 
 
Appendix A. Survey Instruments Used in the Study 
 
Voice (Burris, 2012; Burris et al., 2008) 
5-point frequency scale ranging from 1 (almost never) to 5 (almost always) 
1. I challenge my supervisor to deal with problems around here. 
2. I give suggestions to my supervisor about how to make our unit or organization better, 
even if others disagree. 
3. I speak up to my supervisor with ideas to address employees' needs and concerns.  
 
Political Skill Inventory (PSI, Ferris et al., 2005) 
A 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree)  
Networking Ability 
1. I spend a lot of time and effort at work networking with others.  
2. At work, I know a lot of important people and am well connected. 
3. I am good at using my connections and networks to make things happen at work. 
4. I have developed a large network of colleagues and associates at work who I can call on 
for support when I really need to get things done. 
5. I spend a lot of time at work developing connections with others. 
6. I am good at building relationships with influential people at work. 
Apparent Sincerity 
7. It is important that people believe I am sincere in what I say and do. 
8. When communicating with others, I try to be genuine in what I say and do. 
9. I try to show a genuine interest in other people. 
Social Astuteness 
10. I always seem to instinctively know the right thing to say or do to influence others. 
11. I have good intuition or savvy about how to present myself to others. 
12. I am particularly good at sensing the motivations and hidden agendas of others. 
13. I pay close attention to people’s facial expressions. 
14. I understand people very well. 
Interpersonal Influence 
15. It is easy for me to develop good rapport with most people. 
16. I am able to make most people feel comfortable and at ease around me. 
17. I am able to communicate easily and effectively with others. 
18. I am good at getting people to like me. 
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Prosocial Motive Attribution (Grant, 2008) 
The introductory question: Why do you think this employee engages in voice behavior?  
A 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 
1. Because this employee cares about benefiting others through his/her voice behavior. 
2. Because this employee wants to help others through his/her voice behavior. 
3. Because this employee wants to have positive impact on others through his/her voice 
behavior. 
4. Because it is important to this employee to do good for others through his/her voice 
behavior.  
 
Self-serving Motive Attribution (Rioux & Penner, 2001) 
The introductory question: Why do you think this employee engages in voice behavior? 
A 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 
1. To avoid looking bad in front of others. 
2. To avoid looking lazy. 
3. To look better than others. 
4. To avoid a reprimand from me. 
5. Because he/she fears appearing irresponsible. 
6. To look like he/she is busy. 
7. To stay out of trouble. 
8. Because rewards are important to him/her. 
9. Because he/she wants a raise. 
10. To impress others. 
 
Perceived Implementation Instrumentality (Baer, 2012) 
The introductory question: Here are some things that could happen to people if they tried to turn 
their employees’ ideas into a new product, process, or procedure that is actually brought to 
market or implemented. How likely is it that each of these things would happen if you tried to 
implement the suggested changes brought up by this employee? 
A 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) 
1. My supervisor will praise me and my work. 
2. I will enhance my reputation as someone who can get things done. 
3. I will get a bonus or pay increase. 
4. I will get a promotion or a better job. 
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5. I will get the feeling that I have accomplished something worthwhile. 
6. I will be given chances to learn new things. 
7. The current work procedure or situation will be improved. 
8. I will encounter resistance or active opposition. (reverse-coded) 
9. I will get the resources necessary to tackle other, even bigger projects. 
 
 Voice Endorsement (Burris, 2012) 
A 5-point Likert scale ranges from 1 (strongly disagree/very unlikely) to 5 (strongly agree/very 
likely) 
1. How likely is it that you will take this employee’s comments to your supervisors? 
(1=very unlikely; 5=very likely) 
2. How likely is it that you will support this employee’s comments when talking with your 
supervisors? (1=very unlikely; 5=very likely) 
3. I think this employee’s comments should be implemented. (1=strongly disagree; 
5=strongly agree) 
4. I agree with this employee’s comments. (1=strongly disagree; 5=strongly agree) 
5. This employee’s comments are valuable. (1=strongly disagree; 5=strongly agree) 
 
 
Voice Implementation (Baer, 2012) 
A 7-point Likert scale ranges from 1 (never) to 7 (always) 
Please rate the frequency with which this employee’s ideas … 
1. … have been approved for further development. 
2. … have been transformed into usable products, processes, or procedures. 
3. … have been successfully brought to market or have been successfully implemented.   
 
Loyalty of Employee (Boroff & Lewin, 1997; Olson-Buchanan & Boswell, 2002) 
A 7-point Likert-type Scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 
1. I represent the organization favorably to outsiders. 
2. I go out of the way to defend the organization against outside threat.  
3. I tell outsiders this is a good place to work. 
4. I defend the organization when others criticize it. 
5. I actively promote the organization's products and services.  
6. I would accept a job at a competing organization for more money. (reverse-coded) 
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7. I would urge coworkers to invest money in this organization.  
 
 
LMX (Liden et al., 1993) 
A 5-point Likert-type Scale ranging from 1 (stronger disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) for the first 
six items and from 1 (ineffective) to 5 (extremely effective) for the last item.  
1. Regardless of how much power my supervisor has built into his/her position, my 
supervisor would be personally inclined to use his/her power to help me solve problems 
in my work.  
2. I can count on my supervisor to "bail me out," even at his or her own expense, when I 
really need it.  
3. My supervisor understands my problems and needs.  
4. My supervisor recognizes my potential.  
5. My supervisor has enough confidence in me that he/she would defend and justify my 
decisions if I were not present to do so.  
6. I usually know where I stand with my supervisor.  
7. How would you describe your working relationship with your supervisor? 
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Appendix B. Original Survey Instruments Developed by Scholars* 
*The survey instruments used in this study are the same as the original scales developed by 
scholars. The only differences are the introductory questions of Prosocial Motive Scale, Self-
serving Motive Scale, and Perceived Instrumentality Scale. I adjusted the introductory questions 
to the voice context.  
Voice (Burris, 2012; Burris et al., 2008) 
A 5-point frequency scale ranging from 1 (almost never) to 5 (almost always) 
1. I challenge my district manager to deal with problems around here. 
2. I give suggestions to my district manager about how to make this restaurant better, even 
if others disagree. 
3. I speak up to my district manager with ideas to address employees' needs and concerns.  
 
Political Skill Inventory (PSI, Ferris et al., 2005) 
A 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree)  
Networking Ability 
1. I spend a lot of time and effort at work networking with others.  
2. At work, I know a lot of important people and am well connected. 
3. I am good at using my connections and networks to make things happen at work. 
4. I have developed a large network of colleagues and associates at work who I can call on 
for support when I really need to get things done. 
5. I spend a lot of time at work developing connections with others. 
6. I am good at building relationships with influential people at work. 
Apparent Sincerity 
7. It is important that people believe I am sincere in what I say and do. 
8. When communicating with others, I try to be genuine in what I say and do. 
9. I try to show a genuine interest in other people. 
Social Astuteness 
10. I always seem to instinctively know the right thing to say or do to influence others. 
11. I have good intuition or savvy about how to present myself to others. 
12. I am particularly good at sensing the motivations and hidden agendas of others. 
13. I pay close attention to people’s facial expressions. 
14. I understand people very well. 
Interpersonal Influence 
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15. It is easy for me to develop good rapport with most people. 
16. I am able to make most people feel comfortable and at ease around me. 
17. I am able to communicate easily and effectively with others. 
18. I am good at getting people to like me. 
 
Prosocial Motive Attribution (Grant, 2008) 
The introductory question: Why are you motivated to do your work?  
A 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 
1. Because I care about benefiting others through my work. 
2. Because I want to help others through my work. 
3. Because I want to have positive impact on others through my work. 
4. Because it is important to me to do good for others through my work.  
 
Self-serving Motive Attribution (Rioux & Penner, 2001) 
The introductory question: How important each motive statement would be in this employee’s 
decision to engage in OCB at a job?  
A 6-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not at all important) to 6 (extremely important). 
1. To avoid looking bad in front of others. 
2. To avoid looking lazy. 
3. To look better than my co-workers. 
4. To avoid a reprimand from my boss. 
5. Because he/she fears appearing irresponsible. 
6. To look like he/she is busy. 
7. To stay out of trouble. 
8. Because rewards are important to me. 
9. Because he/she wants a raise. 
10. To impress my co-workers. 
 
Perceived Implementation Instrumentality (Baer, 2012) 
The introductory question: Here are some things that could happen to people if they tried to turn 
their ideas into a new product, process, or procedure that is actually brought to market or 
implemented at [organization]. How likely is it that each of these things would happen if you 
tried to implement one of your ideas? 
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A 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) 
1. My supervisor will praise me and my work. 
2. I will enhance my reputation as someone who can get things done. 
3. I will get a bonus or pay increase. 
4. I will get a promotion or a better job. 
5. I will get the feeling that I have accomplished something worthwhile. 
6. I will be given chances to learn new things. 
7. The current work procedure or situation will be improved. 
8. I will encounter resistance or active opposition. (reverse-scored) 
9. I will get the resources necessary to tackle other, even bigger projects. 
 
 Voice Endorsement (Burris, 2012) 
A 5-point Likert scale ranges from 1 (strongly disagree/very unlikely) to 5 (strongly agree/very 
likely) 
1. How likely is it that you will take this employee’s comments to your supervisors? 
(1=very unlikely; 5=very likely) 
2. How likely is it that you will support this employee’s comments when talking with your 
supervisors? (1=very unlikely; 5=very likely) 
3. I think this employee’s comments should be implemented. (1=strongly disagree; 
5=strongly agree) 
4. I agree with this employee’s comments. (1=strongly disagree; 5=strongly agree) 
5. This employee’s comments are valuable. (1=strongly disagree; 5=strongly agree) 
 
 
Voice Implementation (Baer, 2012) 
A 7-point Likert scale ranges from 1 (never) to 7 (always) 
Please rate the frequency with which, in the past, this employee’s ideas … 
1. … have been approved for further development. 
2. … have been transformed into usable products, processes, or procedures. 
3. … have been successfully brought to market or have been successfully implemented.    
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Loyalty of Employee (Boroff & Lewin, 1997; Olson-Buchanan & Boswell, 2002) 
A 7-point Likert-type Scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 
1. I represent the organization favorably to outsiders. 
2. I go out of the way to defend the organization against outside threat.  
3. I tell outsiders this is a good place to work. 
4. I defend the organization when others criticize it. 
5. I actively promote the organization's products and services.  
6. I would accept a job at a competing organization for more money. (reverse coded) 
7. I would urge coworkers to invest money in this organization.  
 
 
LMX (Liden et al., 1993) 
A 5-point Likert-type Scale ranging from 1 (stronger disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) for the first 
six items and from 1 (ineffective) to 5 (extremely effective) for the last item.  
1. Regardless of how much power my supervisor has built into his/her position, my 
supervisor would be personally inclined to use his/her power to help me solve problems 
in my work.  
2. I can count on my supervisor to "bail me out," even at his or her own expense, when I 
really need it.  
3. My supervisor understands my problems and needs.  
4. My supervisor recognizes my potential.  
5. My supervisor has enough confidence in me that he/she would defend and justify my 
decisions if I were not present to do so.  
6. I usually know where I stand with my supervisor.  
7. How would you describe your working relationship with your supervisor? 
 
 
